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_ Preface

©

This paper attempts to review and synthesize research omn interventions
designed to improve college teaching. Our review is more successful than
our synthesis, since this relatively small body of research shrinks even
further after critical analysis is applied.” ’

Nevertheless, some implications for practice emerge. We hope that
our critique and particularly our use of "confidence ratings" for studies
will assist investigators to produce better designed studies. We hope that
the next generation of teaching improvement efforts will be informed by
these findings and evaluated more effectively than many of the studies we
describe.

This paper is a working document in two senses. First, we ask readers
to suggest to us pertinent studies which we may have missed. Second, we
solicit comments on our interpretations and findings which will improve
subsequent discussion of these issues.

J. L.
R. J. M.
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IMPROVING COLLEGE TEACHING: A CRITICAL REVIEW OF RESEARCH

For more than a decade, the movement for faculty development and
instructional improvement has been generating projects and programs, research
reports, conferences, and professional meetings. Agencies on many campuses
support activities which promise to benefit faculty and in turn to enrich
the education of students. This paper describes attempts to assist faculty
to improve their teaching and critically reviews research evaluating the
impact of such efforts. '

We have two purposes for this review. First, we wish to assess the
methodological soundness of these studies and to make suggestions for their
improvement. Second, we wish to derive implications for practice, i.e.,
what guidance does this research provide for those who plan and administer
instructional improvement programs?

Interventions with Faculty
. o

Interventions to improve instruction take a variety of forms and have
a variety of purposes. Their users seek to modify institutional climate, to
restructure the curriculum, to clarify attitudes about teaching and learn-
ing, to increase knowledge of alternative instructional strategies, to
introduce technologically sophisticated teaching techniques, to increase
the clarity of lectures, to improve the quality of examinations, and so on.
Because faculty members are the agents of instruction, each of these acti-
vities ultimately requires that teachers change what they do. Our concern
is with interventions designed to promote such faculty change.

In this paper, we examine studies which evaluate programs to assist
faculty as teachers to change their attitudes, roles, or activities. We
are not concerned here with evaluations of particular instructional tech-
niques, unless there is also an attempt to change faculty behavior and to
monitor the success of that attempt. For example, we are not concerned
with the large literature on the effects of the Personalized System of
Instruction (for a comprehensive review see Kulik, Kulik, and Cohen, 1979),
but we are concerned with evaluations of attempts to assist professors to .

. become more proficient users of that approach. = = . e
L ' . . ‘ - : “a . - 4

Much of the research we have cotisulted merely documents program acti- - ’
vities and assesses participants' satisfaction; but some of it assesses
the relative impact of approaches and is thus potentially more useful in
program design. While we draw upon descriptive research for illustrative
purposes, the studies to which we give critical attention are those which
individually or in combination can inform the choice of altermative {inter-
ventions for teaching improvement. Whether studies are experimental or
quasi-experimental in design and whether they use qualitative or quantita-
tive methods is less important than that they be systematically executed
and completely reported.

Impact of these interventions may be assessed using data of several




types supplied both by students and professors. We have identified five
types of evaluation data and the likely data sources for each. The cate-
gories begin with the participating professor's opinions about the activity
and extend to changes in what their students learn.

a. Teacher attitude, assessed by self-report

b. Teacher knowledge, inferred from test or by observer -
c. Teacher skill, recorded by observer or reported by student
d. Student attitude, self reported E
e. Student skill, inferred from test or recorded by observer’

The most powerful evidence for an intervention is its impact upon students
(categories d and e), and the weakest evidence consists of the self-reported
opinions of participating faculty ers. Yet much of the research we
reviewed fails to go beyond data collected on the spot from participants
(categories a and b). Although we cite in our discussion some descriptive
research with data in categories a and b, most studies in the appendix are
those with data of types ¢, d, and e. In short, in order to be summarized
in Appendix A, a study includes data other than opinions and attitudes of
participants gathered during the intervention itself.

In the sections below, we first describe our procedures for the liter-
ature search and the criteria for our critical review. Several evaluations
at the institutional or interinstitutional level are then discussed, studies
which are primarily descriptive. Next, more systematic research on five
types of interventions is analyzed in some detail. These types are the
following: grants to support faculty projects, workshops and seminars,
practice with feedback (microteaching and minicourses), feedback from
ratings by students, and concept-based training (protocols) The final
section of the paper presents some implications for researchers and for
practitioners. .

Ptocedures for the Literature Search

A systematic search was carried out for relevant instructional improve-
ment research with faculty in postsecondary education. Procedures developed
with precollege teachers, such as microteaching, are .also discussed when
they hold promise for higher education. The sea rch vaa conducted through
abstract’ indices, texts, and bibliographies, ‘as- well ds major ‘educational:
and psychological journals. Program officers at public and private funding
agencies were contacted. Pertinent conference papers were also reviewed.

In all, more than 100 studies were evaluated for inclusion in this review.
The papers finally selected for critical attention are summarized in Appen-
dix A,

Secondary sources, including review articles, were consulted when the
body of original research on a topic was very large or if the original study
could not be obtained. Of course, reliance on secondary sources does not
permit an evaluation of quality, and where such is the case, it is duly noted
in the discussion. We are confident that the studies included for final
review are representative of the research from the mid-sixties to the present.

n
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Evaluating the Quality of Studies

The following categories are used for the summary of studies in Appendix
A: (a) author/date, (b) purpose, (c) components of design (including design
code, description of participants, duration, and instrumentation), (d) stated
results, (e) threats to validity, (f) strengths, (g) weaknesses, and (h) con-
fidence rating. Several of these categories deserve further elaboration.

Design code. The design of each study is coded according to the nota-
tion system used by Campbell and Stanley (1963). In their system, O denotes
a point in time at which data are collected (observation). An intervention
or treatment is denoted by X. An X in parentheses, (X), represents an
alternate intervention or treatment unrelated to the major experimental
questions under study. Its usual purpose is to control for the time and
attention received by members of the experimental group. I1f research parti-
cipants are randomly assigned to groups, the designation'R is used. A hor-
4zontal broken line between groups indicates that they were not randomly
formed. A vertical broken line means that data gathered before the inter-
vention came from different persons than data gathered after the intervention.

For example, consider a study in which students made ratings of their
instructors' teaching at midterm and end-of-term. Instructors in the ran-
dom;y-formed experimental group received their midterm ratings but other
instructors did not. End-of-term ratings fof the two groups were compared
in order to assess the effect of feedback from student ratings.

This example is coded as follows:

R 0 X O
R O 0

From this design code, the major features of the study are immediately
apparent. It can readily be seen that there are two groups, differing in
that only one received the intervention, X. The R indicates that partici-
pants were randomly assigned to groups. Data are gathered, 0, from both
.groups before and after the intervention.

'ﬁven quite complex designa are easily comprehended by this notation
system. A - ~ : .

v

Threats to validity. Validity refers to the extent to which the pro-
positions which express ¢onclusions~of a study approximate truth. Cook and
Campbell (1979) discuss four types of validity, each of which asks particular
questions about the components of an investigation.

1. Are the independent and dependent variables statistically related?
This question tests the statistical conclusion validity of a study.

.2. 1s the demonstrated; statistical relationship between independent
and dependent variables a ca al relationship? This question, which requires
that we rule out noncausal reasons for the statistical relationship, tests
the internal validity of a study.

-




+3. 1s the demonstrated statistical and causal relationship generaliz-
‘able to more abstract coastructs? This question requires that the operations
used to gather data are adequate representations of the comstructs under °
investigation; it tests the comstruct validity of the study.

4. Does the relationship among constructs generalize to other persons,
settings, and times? This question moves outside the operations and the
logic of the study itself to test its external validity.

For illustration, consider how these types of validity apply to the
investigation described above in which professors in omne group'receive
ratings feedback from students at midterm. The investigator's stated pur-
pose is to determine the impact on teaching effectiveness of information
from students about teaching performance. Statistical conclusion validity
requires, among other thinga, that measures have adequate reliability and
that statistical tests have adequate power. Internal validity requires
that an observed end-of-term difference in ratings between groups be due
to feedback rather than to some other variable such as a differential
dropout rate in thé two groups. Construct validity,requires that the pro-
cedures used when professors receive "feedback" and the questions asked of
students regarding ''teaching effectiveness" are adequate representations
of those comstructs. External validity requires recognition that conclusions
may generalize only to persons, places, and times like those of the study
itself.

A number of specific threats to each type of validity are listed in
Appendix B, Using this list, we have reviewed each study in order to deter-
mine the appropriateness of design, plausible alternative explanations to
claimed results, and the degree of confidence that may be placed in the
results. Threats pertinent to this review are mentioned as each study is
outlined in Appendix A.

This approach to validity flows from the quantitative tradition of
social science research, and most of the research we discuss has placed
itself in that tradition. We argue that the last three types of validity
are appropriate for analyzing qualitative research. Whether data are quali-
tative or quantitative, the threats associated with internal validity, con-
struct validity, and external validity must be confronted- by all investigators
who wish to make causal inferences.. o L .

" As an example of careful qualitative analysis of a teaching improvement
project we cite the American Sociological Association's Project on Teaching
Undergraduate Sociology. Even though that project's evaluation dealt pri-
marily with nationdl task groups rather than with interventions at -the local
level, it is notable for its methodological stance. Project evaluators were
concerned with what they discern as problems imposed by the objective/quan-
titative tradition. Thaey argue convincingly that, if it is to be useful,
an evaluation should violate at least four rules of this tradition: the
rule of objectivity, the rule of measurable outcaomes, the rule of nonreacti-
vity, and the rule of the scientific report. As participants and as obser-
vers these evaluators compiled field notes as “a basis for portraying and
analyzing events and for attempting to explain why events occurred as they
did. An evaluation from the quantitative tradition, they expect, would
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have proved impossible in Light of the project's very broadly stated purposes
or would have resulted in data of little importance. s _

Qualitative methodology does not exempt investigators-from an obligation
to rule out threats to.validity. The issue is not lost on the evaluators of
the American Sociological Association project. «

. r
It is regrettable that, without experimental evidence, it is not
possible to attribute causation to the program as the agent of
- change. Since most aiithorities .on program evaluation agree that
experimentation is difficult, if not impossible, under program.con-
ditions, little is lost by abandoning the effort.

Without the support of experimental logié, our efforts to attribute
causation must rest on plausible explanations which our data fail
to contradict and appear to support. If we can rule out ‘alternative
explanations, so much the better. However,. the evaluation cannot
provide conclusive evidence that the world or any part of it is
different as a result of the program. _(Deutscher and Gold, 1979,
p. 135) : .

We are not as willing to advocate the exclusive use of qualitative
- methodology in prugram evaluation as Deutscher and Gold seem to be. They
propose that because experimentation is difficult with respect to some pro- .
gram evaluation, little is lost by abandoning such efforts and using quali-
tative methodology only. We believe that the approaches jointly contribute
toward ruling out alternate explanations and thus allow us more closely to
approach causal attributions. The statistlcal conclusion validity that
quantitative methodology can provide is important, even if it is available
.for only a few of the many experimental questions of a program evaluation.
Along with qualitative information, it can provide a more complete picture
of cause and effect. Campbell (1974) discusses the qualitative-quantitative
methodological conflict and elaborates the relationship between the two:

...I have sought to remind my quantitative colleagues that in the
successful laboratory sciences, quantification both builds upon and
is cross-validated -by, the scientist's pervasive qualitative know-
ledge. The conditions of mass-produced quantitative social science ,
in program evaluation are such that much of this qualitative base .

- is apt to ‘be lost.' 1f we .aré to be truly scientific, we-must rees- :

tablish this qualitative grounding of the quantitative in action ’
research. (Campbell, 1974, p. 30) : . '

Strengths and weaknesses. In evaluating the quality of each study,
major strength:ZEﬁd weaknesses have been delineated. Many of them are
directly related to the validity threats listed for a particular study.
[For example, "low statistical power" may have been noted as a statistical
conclusion validity threat because a study used a small sample which may
have contributed to nonsignificant results.. Hence, "small N' would be
listed under the weakness category. Strengths of a study might be the use
of randomization or a thorough discussion of its limitationms. Only the
most pertinent. strengths and weaknesses are noted in the table; indeed, for
some studies, none have been specified. '

10
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L Confidence retigg A rating of high, feir, or low has been Esnigned )

- each study to suggest how much confidence 'should be placed in its results.
. It is difficult to set criteria by which all studies can be evaluated. Some
& factors are more important than others, depending in large part on the speci-
’ Q “fi¢ circumstances of each study. Thus* the tings are tentative, meant
*  only to suggest the general 1ievel of qualit’z‘f research on a particular
topic.

with respect to design, randomized studies usfhg two or more groups
have been regarded with greater confidence than studies using ome group in
a pretest-posttest design. Limited generalizability of findings ,is discussed
as an external validity threat (e.g., selection by treatment biakes), but i
generally we give more weight to internal than external validity. n assign-
ing the final rating, howeve:, all threats to validity have been co idered.

. Confidence in the findings of a study (our confidence rating) should be
differentiated from a judgment of the study's ultimate importance. A high
quality study may deal with a problem of little comsequence. Likewise, a
flawed study may merit attention because it is ome of the very’ few attempts
to deal with a problem of significance.

3

~ L /’"r
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Interinstitutional Projects and Campus Agencies

Our ljtgrature search led us to reports of instructional improvement
projects that involve groups of institutions or that evaluate the full range
of activities of a campus agency. In most cases these reports consist of
little more than program descriptions, sometimes bolstered by comments from

- participants. To illustrate evaluations at this level, we present three
examples. One project prought together several institutions for a coopera-
tive venture in faculty development (PIRIT). The second developed a special
publication to convey information about teaching improvements {(Change Magazine
Reports on Teaching), The third assessed a campus-wide faculty development
program on a partiCuiar campus (Memphis State University). .

The Project on Institutional Renewal through the Improvement of Teaching
(PIRIT) spent three years fostering collaborative activities which reached
sixteen colleges and universities. On these campuses, teaching improvement
programs of varied forms were begun. In some cases, program became embodied
in a center. In other cases, existing instructional activities were redesigned
to provide new roles and experiences for students and faculty. An issue of
New Directions in Higher Educatiom is devoted to a description of the project
and includes a report of its evaluation (Gaff and Morstain, 1978).

ki

Evaluation was based on a questionnaire distributed at the close of the
project to all faculty at fourteen of the PIRIT schools. Case studies by
team members from participating institutions have also been prepared. Those
who returned completed questionnaires were judged to be representative of
all faculty in age, field, and rank. -Resporidents who participated in project
activities (479) were compared with those who had not (442) and were judged
to be similar in age, field, rank, and profile of interests and activities,
including self-assessed teaching effectiveness. This implies that faculty
reached by the project were representative of faculty in general. Since the
groups had not differed on these items when the survey was given at the start.

"~ of the project, it also suggests that project participation had no impact on
the particular characteristics measured by these items. ' :

When asked specific questions about benefits derived from the project,

- faculty gave very positive responses to such items as "contact .with inter-
esting people from.other parts of the- institution,” "'increased motivation . . |
or stimulation for teaching excellence,” and "personal growth or renewal.” .~
‘Lower but still positive benefit was indicated for "better relationships
with colleagues,” '"skill in using new instructional techniques,”" and 'bet-
ter relationships with students." Rating overall benefit, 33 percent said
that they would recommend project activities to a friend or colleague, and
61 percent indicated that they were using new techniques or approaches as
a result of their participation. Most regarded these changes as important.

‘In general, those who reported greatest involvement in the project 3lso. '
reported greatest benefit. ‘Most nonparticipants, too, were knowledgeable
" about the project and positively disposed toward it.

We must be cautious about the self-report data employed in this eval-
» uation, but the project does seem to have generated considerable satisfaction
. and knowledge among participating faculty. Impacts on faculty skills and
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ot students are unknown, and we can make no inferences about the differen-
tial impact of strategies or about their cost effectiveness. Therefore, the
findings are not sufficient for confidently deriving principles which would
be useful in designing future teaching improvement projects for faculty.

The National Teaching®Project of Change Magazine was a three-year
effort which produced six magazine-sized reports as its major products.
Each report. dealt with three disciplines, profiling up to 30 professors
and describing their teaching practices. The project is relevant to this
review because its declared purpose was to make an impact upon college
teaching through mass 4i stribution of a publication "which celebrates suc-

ssful teaching improvements.

An evaluation of four of ﬁhe reports appeared in the final publication
in/that series (Francis, 1978).- .The evaluation employed a variety of methods
("heuristic evaluation") and assessed the impact of the reports on a variety
of audiences including the magazine.itself, the disciplinary associations
who had selected teachers to be written about,-the professors whose work
was featured, and readers of the reportss gazine®staff members were

 pleased by the response to the series--about 50,000 copies of each of these

first four reports were distributed--but they were disappointed that this
response did not also increase sales of regular subscriptioms. Little
effect, at least of significant duratioa, could be documented for disciplin-
ary associations. Case studies of professovis who were profiled revealed
some positive and some not-so-positive effects.

Regarding the larger audience, a questionnaire survey of readers of
the reports revealed general satisfaction. Seventy-six percent said that
they found ideas about teaching in the reports, 25 percent planned to incor-
porate those ideas, and 16 percent said that they were actually using the
ideas. Twenty-eight percent indicated their own teaching had improved as
a result of the reports and, of those, about three out of four were able to
describe the improvement.

While a project of this nature and scope is unprecedented, only an
equivocal judgment of its impact can be made from these data. It is parti-
cularly unfortunate that since there was only one 'treatment,” the evaluation
can ask only one question, namely,. to what extent did this strategy work?

If the project had systematically varied media and dissemination techniques,
their relative impact and cost could have been assessed. We could then ask
which strategy was useful with whom for what purposes and at what cost, and
use the findings for subsequent decisiom making and research.

¥ .

On individual campuses, staff or committees charged with teaching
improvement are typically expected to report om their activities. Accord-
ing to recent surveys, these reports are likely to include little evaluative
data. McMillan (1975) found 16 of the 35 facur%y development agencies which
he surveyed had attempted evaluation but only.four of them went beyond fac-
ulty reactions. According to Centra's (1978) .survey of 756 institutions,
fewer than one-fifth had attempted evaluation, most using unsophisticated
designs. A survey of institutiomns in Ohio (Brown and Inglis, 1978) documented
evaluation at 14 percent of the four-year colleges and universities and at
just over half of the two-year institutions. That survey also revealed that




’ I1I1-3

g

institutions with teams participating in a series of statewide conferences
on instructional development were no more likely than nonparticipants to
conduct evaluations of their teaching improvement efforts.

Most of the campus-level evaluations we have seen are limited to user
reports of satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Despite these limitatioms,
such surveys can provide some useful information. For example, Mayo's (1979)
survey listed each of the objectives of the center at Memphis State Univer- -
sity. He asked users and nonusers how important each objective is, how well
it is being achieved, what changes if any should be made in it, ‘and how the
center's performance could be improved regarding this objective.: Such res-
ponses can guide staff who want to know the ostensible preferences of their
faculty. One provocative finding of this survey was that, in general, both
users and nonusers rated more highly those center services which are chosen
freely by faculty, such as production of audiovisual materials, than those
activities which are initiated by the center and require changes in faculty
behavior, such as workshops on new teaching techniques.

From time to time reports are prepared for the purpose of reviewing a
center's performance and making decisions about its future. A study of such
documents, if they could be obtained, would no doubt be interesting. We
suspect, however, that they might not tell us much about effective program
features generalizable to other iastitutioms, gince they-serve a purpose . - .
which is fundamentally political. We do not review such documents here.

In conzlusion, it a,peafs that fetw; campus-wide and interinstitutional
programs for instructional improvement are evaluated with the care necessary
to permit conclusions which usefully inform program design.
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Grants to Support Faculty Projects

Many faculty development agencies, particularly those established with
external funding, award small grants competitively to faculty who propose
projects for increasing their teaching effectiveness. Grants may- purchase
needed material or provide personnel such as proctors, tutors, and clerical
staff. Comsultation with instructional development professionals may also
be supported. In more generously funded programs, released time is given
or summer salary is paid. Centra's (1978) survey of faculty development
practices found that 58 percent of the 756 responding institutioms (two-
and four-year colleges and universities) said they had a program of summer
grants for projects to improve instruction or courses.

Because of their visibility, grant programs help to create a positive
image for professional development centers. The awards also lend credibility
to instructional ideas originating in the faculty. Programs vary in size
and in purpose. Davis (1979) points out other distinctions among programs
including whether or not funds are distributed from a centralized_source,
whether funds reach many faculty (breadth) or few faculty (depth) , whether
the object is institutional change of individual recognition, whether pro-
posals are evaluated by administrators or by teaching faculty, and what
criteria govern awards. s ) BRI

Research on grant programs is needed to answer a number of questious.
What changes in instruction do project grants produce? Do these changes
persist? What is the impact of the changes on students? How are such
programs best organized with regard to size and duration of grant as well
as characteristics of the project or person funded? How do project bemefits
compare with project costs? Unfortunately, most grant programs are documented
only at a descriptive level. Reports for intermal circulation or for funding
agencies may tell only what awards were made and for what purpose. In addi-
tion, the recipient may prepare an account of how the grant was used. Since
givers and receivers of awards are obviously self-interested, data should
also be gathered from objective observers, from comparison groups of faculty,
and from students intended to benefit from the program.

Most reported evaluations of granting programs find that participants
are satisfied. For example, 70 percent of Centra's respondents whose insti-
tutions had summer grant programs said they felt the program was effective
or very effective.

At the national level, one large scale grant program Seeking to affect
college instruction is the Institutional Grant Program of the National
Endowment for the Humanities. From 1971 to 1977 approximately $44 million
were awarded for development of grants and approximately $8 million for
pilot grants. Impact on teaching and learning was ome of the evaluation:
criteria; ""the need to break the molds of custom in teaching and learning"
was identified as most important among the goals of the program. Results
of evaluation of a sample of grants according to that criterion was not .
 encouraging: 50 percent of the developmental grants and 32 percent of the

pilot grants were judged successful in this regard, 32 percent of the devel-
opmental grants and 40 percent of the pilot grants were judged partially
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successful, and 18 percent of the developmental grants and 30 percent of the
pilot grants were judged unsuccessful (Curtis, 1978). Even these estimates

may be inflated, since judgments were made by site visitors who had no data

from students. .

A granting program was part of the American Sociological Association's i
Project on Teaching Undergraduate Sociology. Members were invited to sub-
mit proposals for creating nine experimental programs on any aspect of
undergraduate education in sociology. During the first year, two proposals
were recommended for funding by the Association to the Fund for the Improve-
ment of Post-secondary Education (FIPSE) which was supporting the Association's
project. Only one proposal was funded by FIPSE. In the second year, five
proposals were recommended by the project and none was approved by FIPSE.
The proposal solititation program was discontinued in the third year since
its results did not justify the required resources.

Tn a preliminary draft of their evaluation of this program, Deutscher
and Beattie (1978) offer several reasons for its apparent failure. First,
the project had devised procedures for selecting proposals for funding, but
FIPSE insisted that allocations be governed by its routine review procedures.
Second, in order for FIPSE to screen proposals, the interval during which
the Association could solicit and review them was quite short. Third, asso-
ciation members who submitted proposals were not as skilled in preparing
proposals as expected. Fourth, the Association's review group was inexper-
ienced in tthe review task. Fifth, the Association had insufficient resources
to assist those submitting proposals during the revisioms and resubmission
process.

Given the innovative nature of this project, it is understandable that
many of these problems were not anticipated. Deutscher and Beattie caution
against interpreting this enterprise as a failure, although it assuredly
did not meet its original objective. They point out that the project dir-
ector 8 decision to discontinue the proposal competition after two years _ o

" made resources available to other project activities which had a greater

likelihood of success. The decision was, therefore, an appropriate adaptive
response. As a qualitative study, this evaluation is richly suggestive of
difficulties which may also afflict campus-level granting programs.

At the state level, an instructional minigrant program has been admin-
istered out orf the Office of the Chancellor of the Califormia State Uni-
versity and Colleges System. Since 1974 between $200,000 and $300,000 have
been awarded annually. An evaluation reviewing four years of the program
gathered data from grant recipients, deans, department chairs, local eampus \
coordinators and local faculty senators (almost 1400 persons). Final proj- -
ect reports (N=560) were also examined.

The resulting report reveals a great deal about the program's public
relations value. It documents that funded projects were in fact instruc-
tional in nature and concludes that the overall response has been favorable.
It also toncludes that ''local campuses have not developed a formally struc-
tured and reportable mechanism for evaluating the projects they funded"
(Bogdanoff, 1979, p. 3). Since the study relies only on 'collective pro-
fessional opinion," no data are available on how the grant proposals were
implemented or what effects they may have had on students.
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Like other studies reviewed so far, this study is severely limited
because its data come solely from grant recipients and those working inti-
matelv with them. No alternative treatments are evaluated, no attempt is
made to verify independently how grants were implemented, and impact on
students is not studied.

A campus-level program has functioned for several years at Michigan
State University. Grant-making Yctivities of the Educational Development
Program were evaluated in a survey of persons who received grants for under-
graduate classroom projects from 1970 through 1975. Grant recipients were
found to be representative of all faculty in age, rank, college affiliation,
and self-perception. A factor analysis of questionnaire responses suggested
that these instructional innovators were of three types: the reward seeker,
the information seeker, and the dissatisfied maverick. Nearly all recipients
reported that they were pleased with the results of their work under a grant.
The innovations developed were reported still to be in use in 81 percent of
the departments and by 74 percent of the developers.

All grantees had been asked to submit .evaluations of their projects,
and these reports served as the data base for preliminary assessment of the
granting program. Of the 98 projects (1970-1974) examined in the study, no
report had been received for 33, reports containing no evaluation were
received for 14, and reports including evaluation were received for the
remaining 51. Most evaluations were impressionistic and only 10 "could be
considered of high quality" (Davis, Abedor, & Witt, 1976, pp. 97-98).

This study, therefore, identifies two kinds of information useful in
evalua_ing such programs, namely innovator characteristics and grant reci-
pients' reports.

At the University of Michigan, Kozma (1978) assessed a program to
jncrease the use of instructional technology by faculty. The project awarded
several faculty fellowships for released time, seminars, and technical assis-
tance. Incidence of use of teaching innovations based on instructional tech-
nology was assessed before and after the fellowship period. Data were col-
lected from several groups: faculty fellows (N=10) , chairpersons of university
departments (N=13), unsuccessful applicants for fellowships (N=8) , holders
of instructional development grants (a support program of smaller grants,
N=25), and a randomly selected faculty comparison group (N=137). Since a
given amount of funds can support considerably more instructional develop-
ment grants than fellowships, comparing these groups provides a test of
breadth versus depth in a granting program. Kozma found that both groups
reported significantly jncreased use of innovations at the second survey
compared with the first. Fellowship applicants also increased their use
of innovations (but not significantly), and chairpersons and general fac-
ulty did not. These data are limited to self-reports which might be biased
to please the investigator, but they do suggest that both programs had posi-
tive effects. There may also have been a predisposition among unsuccessful
applicants to the program toward adopting innovations. In addition, the
study presents evidence for diffusion of knowledge about these innovatioms.
Fellows kept records of contacts with colleagues during which their projects
were discussed. When later contacted independently by scaff, these colleagues
verified the conversations but indicated that they thems,elves had not
adopted the innovatioms. ‘




Research like this last study begins to document the impact of grant
programs with varying features. It appears from this study that less expen-
sive programs can be effective, but, as Kozma says, that finding may be a
product of interaction with the characteristics of these participants. Since
fellows were more innovative at the time of the first survey than were instruc-
tional development grant recipients, the more intemsive (and expensive) pro-
gram may have been appropriate for them, while a less demanding program was
appropriate for professors just beginning to consider innovations in their
teaching. Future studies, building on this one, should develop more reliable
and sophisticated measures to assess instructional impacts.

In conclusion, we can say little about variables which would permit
more intelligent design of granting programs. Such programs have attractive
face validity, since persons completing a grant-supported project are likely
to have gained new knowledge and skills. Nevertheless, impact on students
is uncertain and remains to be studied in relation to specific features of
particular programs.
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Workshops and Seminars

¥

Perhaps the most frequent but least carefully evaluated instructional
improvement activities are workshops and seminars. These are occasions when
faculty and prospective faculty gather to discuss or otherwise explore some
topic related to teaching and learning. The gathering may be an informal con-
versation over brown bag lunches, a presentation by an off-campus consultant,
a highly structured weeklong summer workshop, or any number "of variations. It
may or may not involve students and may or may not carry academic credit or
financial remuneration. Attendance is sometimes voluntary and sometimes coerced,

The goals of these gatherings also vary. Purposes include helping fac-
ulty to ge* acquainted with one another, stimulating examination of attitudes
about teaching and learning, generating interpersonal support for ‘teaching
improvement activities, increasing knowledge about research on teaching,
developing a shared vocabulary for talking about teaching, mastering specific
skills for course development or for communicating subject matter or for
assessing student learning, and so on.

A number of courses to train graduate teaching assistants have been sys-
tematically evaluated. Activities for experienced faculty, on the other hand,
are typically evaluated rather informally by questionnaires distributed at the
close of the event or soon thereafter. Participants are likely to be asked
how they felt about the activity and what they learned from it. These com-
ments, at least as described in reports arnd published articles, are ugually
positive, but permit no conclusions about impacts which persist beyond the
event itself. ,

In the discussion below, we deal with two types of workshops and seminars.
The first type aims at changes in attitude and affect and the second type is
oriented toward changes in skill.

Changes in Attitude

']

Research findings in social psychology suggest that exposure to diverse
points of view facilitates attitude change. The likelihood that such changes
will persist is greatest when persons are confronted by opposing views, that
is when they grapple with dilemmas which they perceive as relevant, which
generate emotional involvement, and for which possible solutions can be iden-
tified (Cook and Flay, 1978). We suspect that discussions meeting these con-
dirions are what many faculty have in mind when they refer to a ''good" dis-
cussion.

If one is to understapd opposing views, however, mere exposure to them
may not be sufficient. Tjosvold and Johnson (1977) had college students
discuss their views about a moral dilemma. Before discussing the dilemma
with another student (who was actually a confederate of the experimenter)
some were led to believe the other's views were the same as their own (no
controversy condition) and some were led to believe that the other's views
disagreed with their own (controversy condition). Those not exposed to
controversy were more confident that they understood the other person's




view than those who were exposed to controversy, but a direct measure of
understanding revealed greater knowledge for those in the controversy than
the no-controversy condition.

These findings imply that a faculty group which merely discusses oppos-
ing views may report inaccurately high levels of satisfaction, while those
dealing with incompatible views actually represented in the group will learn
more, at least about those views. Educational research in general supports
the value of controversy in classrooms for promoting curiosity, problem
solving, and intellectual growth (Johnson & Johnsonm, 1979).

A number of devices are useful for stimulating controversy in groups.
Surveys may be used to introduce findings which violate group members' expec-
tations. Case studies may pose dilemmas. Role playing may promote identi-
fication with positions other than one's own. ‘Discussions stimulated by
videotapes of college classes may also satisfy these conditions. One series
of such tapes, produced at Northwestern University, is used at workshops
which aim at attitude examination and change. College Classroom Vignettes
are discussion stimulus videotapes showing classroom incidents and interviews
with professors and students. Because the taped segments are brief and are
presented out of context, they elicit a variety of reactionms from viewers.
Not all of. these reactions are compatible, and subsequent discussions must
confront opposing views. Controversy is heightened if a later segment of
the tape provides information, such as student comments, which contradicts
a viewer's reaction to the first part of the tape. Or one may have to recon-
cile a negative reaction to an event on the tape with the fact that such
events are typical of one's own teaching. '

In some vignette discussions alternative models of "good" teaching
emerge. For example, Brock (1976) notes that viewers may contend a parti-
cular action of a taped teacher is "bad" because (presumably) everyone knows
that it is bad. Others, however, may judge the action according to its
effects. For example, a teacher's interruption of a student is seen as bad
only if it stifles subsequent class discussion. Thus the viewers must deal
with contradictions between what might be called the "consensus model” and
the "effects model" of good teaching.

Participants in vignette sessions report that the discussions expose
them to a variety of views. Content analysis of vignette discussions document
that controversies do occur. That is, discussion moves from general concerns
and dependence on the leader to free expression of disagreements and relative
independence from the leader (Menges, 1979).

There is no systematic evidence to show that vignette discussions have
an impact beyond the sessions themselves, although anecdotes indicate that
some faculty are subsequently motivated to try new teaching methods or to
have their own classes videotaped. One activity which could build upon these
video-stimulated discussions is the small, peer-led group. Blumenthai (1978)
describes one such group in which members shared tapes of their own classes.
Group activity may become a source of significanmt interpersonal support
for continued attention to teaching improvement. Blumenthal points out sim-
ilarities between such sessions and encounter or consciousness-raising groups.
Support groups of this kind are potentially powerful vehicles for attitude
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and affective change. Still another approach involves teams of faculty mem-
bers who visit one another's classrooms and share their reactions. Sweeney and
Grasha (1979) describe a large-scale program of this kind which was positively
evaluated by participants.

Faculty workshops may also aim at more complex affective characteristics.
Goldman (1978) evaluated the College Center of the Finger Lakes (CCFL) Fac-
ulty Development Program to determine its impact on personal development,
which was one stated objective of the program. Participants' level of self-
actualization represented personal development and was measured by Shostrom's
Personal Orientation Inventory (POI). A pretest-posttest design with matched
controls was used. The six-day CCFL Basic Instructional Workshop consisted
of instruction in diagnosis of teaching and learning styles, instructional
methods and techniques, selection of teaching strategies, new instructional
media and resources, and personal values and life plans as they affect
instruction. Activities included discussion, role playing, skills training,
and a series of micro-colleges. Included in the study were 12 college pro-
fessors who participated in tha workshop and 10 professors matched on age
and academic division who were not involved in the workshop. Significant
increases for six of 12 sub-scales (inner directedness, self-actualizing
values, existentiality, feeling reactivity, acceptance of aggression and
capacity for intimate contact) were noted for the experimental group while
no significant changes occurred for the control group. Goldman points out
that there were no significant differences between groups at the pretest.

He concludes that his study supports the notion that such faculty workshops
promote participant self-actualization. '

Goldman's study has been assigned a low confidence rating because the
nonequivalent control group design allows for a number of plausible explana-
tions for the findings. For example, local history may have influenced the
experimental and control groups differently. Resentful demoralization may
have occurred for those who were excluded from the workshop. Small sample
size may have contributed to nonsignificant results. Furthermore, although
pretest-posttest differences are significant on some of the subscales for
the experimental group, the differences in absolute values may not be of
practical significance. Also, only one instrument was used to assess self-
actualization (mono-method bias). Two strengths of the study are, first,
that it is based on a clear foundation, the model of faculty development set
forth by Bergquist and Phillips (1975b). Second, it attempts to assess the
complex construct of self-actualization rather than limiting itself to
participant reactions.

Changes in Skill

Seminars on college teaching at.a number-of colleges and universities
provide training for teaching assistants, prospective college instructors,
and inservice faculty. For example, at Northwestern University, The Seminar
on College Teaching examines such topics as selecting course objectives,
task analysis, presentation techniques, discussion skills, and coutse- eval-
.uation. Each student prepares a "unit of instruction'" for classroom use.

As well as affecting one's knowledge of these topics, such seminars should
enhance teaching related skills. Unfortunately, the literature holds many
more descriptions of seminars in college teaching than systematic studies
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of their impact. The following discussion briefly samples from descriptive
reports and case studies. Then, systematic studies are reviewed in more detail.

The case studies and reports detail either university-wide or departmental
courses for college teachers or teaching assistants. The courses vary in .
length from one term to year-long programs. Some seminars focus on a parti- .
cular theme; others cover a variety of issues. For example, Finger (1969)
described a two-term graduate seminar entitled, ''Professional Problems,"
offered to psychology graduate students. The seminar covered such topics
as employment settings, the history of academic and professional psychology,
the history of higher education, curriculum alternatives, instructional tech-
niques, and student rights and responsibilities. Some practical teaching
experience is arranged for each seminar member. Finger reports that both
students and faculty have derived benefits from this seminar experience.

A year-long teaching fellow training program was described by Kapfer
and Della-Piana (1974). This program includes an orientation workshop fol-
lowed by several options for developing teaching techniques in the areas of
proficiency testing, personalized instruction, or student testing techniques.

Rose (1972) reports a campus-wide program at the University of California
at Los Angeles for increasing the effectiveness of teaching assistants. Entitled
"University Level Instruction,' the course was taught by Professor W. James
Popham in the winter quarter of 1969. The overall objective was to help teach-
ing assistants become competent in planning and evaluating instructional sequences.
Two indicators of success of the course are reported. All students performed
‘90 percent or better on the final examination, and a significant shift in
attitude toward the criterion-referenced approach was found.

A pilot project for teaching assistants at the University of Florida
(Smith, 1974) assessed course impacts on the participants' classroom teaching R
behavior. One objective was to develop the skill of probing, and the material -
for that objective was based on an instructional module used in programs for
public school teachers. Other topics included new media in higher education
and the use of a systematic approach to college teaching. Teaching assis-
tants were assigned supervisors who observed their classrooms, videotapes of their
teaching, - and provided feedback. Eleven of 15 teaching assistants increased
the amount of time they spent in asking questions of students. Those whose
questioning time declined had initially spent more time questioning and had
apparently chosen to develop other skills. It was also found that at the
seminar's end teaching assistants spent less time lecturing and more time
responding to students' questionms. '

The impact of a seminar or workshop on teachers' skills may be inferred
from researchers' observations of teacher behavior, from student perceptions
of the teacher, from gains in student learning, or by some combination of
these. First we mention two studies limited to researcher-observed changes
in classroom behavior. Then eight studies are described in which student
perceptions were gathered. Finally four studies are reviewed where student
achievement was measured. Some studies in the two latter groups also include
data from classroom observers. (Many of these are dissertation studies and, |
for some of them, we have had access only to the abstract. If important }
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information is missing from the abstract, the omission is noted in Appendix
A, but abstracts have usually been sufficient for deriving a confidence
rating.) ' :

i Impact on classroom behavior. In ome dissertation study of teaching

& - assistants' classroom behavior (Murphy, 1972), new teaching assistants in

) chemistry at Ohio State were assigned by a stratified random technique 'to a
training group or to a no treatment control group. Training included group
.discussions, microteaching sessions, and classroom observations followed by
conferences with the observers. To evaluate the training, all participants
were observed once before tr.ining and twice after training; audio recordings
were made of those classes. Classroom events were coded according to the
categories of Flanders Interaction Analysis and the Question Category System
for Science. ' '

Several post training differences were revealed by analysis of variance.
Trained teaching assistants were more successful in drawing students into
discussion. They lectured less, used more praise and encouragement, and
asked more questions. But there were no differences in the type of question
asked or in the proportion of correct responses elicited.

A second dissertation study limited to observations of classroom teach-
ing skill assessed effects of 10 ome-hour seminars for teaching assistants
in biology at Georgia State University (Rhyme, 1973). Twelve teaching assis-
" tants were observed in the lab for one and one-half hour periods just before
and just after training. Analyses were made of verbal interaction patterns,
nonverbal movements, and the types of questions asked. ’

After training, teaching assistants spent more time with students, asked
more convergent and divergent questions (but no more managerial or rhetorical
questions), and engaged in more indirect talk. Absence of a comparison group
and use of weak statistical techniques prevent us from drawing causal infer-
ences about the observed changes. The findings are suggestive, nevertheless,
and the study is notable as the only one we have located using a lab setting.

Impact on student perceptions. Yaghlian (1972) worked with teaching
fellows in chemistry for his dissertation study. A series of five work-
shops on a variety of topics were attended by from eight to 15 persons.
Students of the 15 participating teaching fellows gave higher ratings to
the course than did students of nonparticipating teaching fellows. Changes
in attitudes of participants wére also discerned. The study had an applied
emphasis and elements of the program were subsequently adopted by that
department. :

Costin (1968) assessed the impact of seminar participation on student
ratings of psychology teaching assistants. Entitled "Principles and Methods
of Teaching Psychology,' the seminar has been taught for some years at the
University of Illinois (Urbana-Champaign). During the course, students are
asked to nake a 30 minute presentation which is then critiqued by seminar
.participants. A survey of 65 seminar participants indicated that the most
important course topics in their view related to practical daily work of a
college teacher and to specific aspects of the following areas: (a) develop-
ing course objectives, (b) selecting and organizing course content, (c)
planning and handling teaching-learning situations, and (d) evaluating the

attainment of course objectives.
[f\k//ﬂa\\ﬁ\f\»
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Two substudies were carried out, comparing teaching assistants who had
participated in the seminar with those who had not yet enrolled on the fol-
lowing dimensions: skill, structure, feedback, group interactionm, and
student-teacher rapport. In one analysis, teachtng assistants were rated
by their students. Participants' mean ratings were significantly higher
on rapport. The second analysis was limited to teaching assistants with
at least two terms-experience. For that group, adjusted mean ratings after
one semester revealed no significant differences between seminar partici-

" pants and.nonparticipants; after the second semester, differences favored

participants on group interaction and feedback. Costin concludes that the -
seminar was reasonably successful in helping teaching assistants to develop
more positive interpersonal relationships in the classroom. )

At Florida State University, a program for teaching assistants was
developed in the geology department and subsequently used in the chemistry
department. Hockett (1972) found that, after participation, teaching assis-
tants showed less teacher control, more individual interaction, and more
high-level questions. Attitudes of the students of these teaching assistants
also are reported to have changed in a positive direction. This is entitled
a "pilot study" and requires cautious interpretation since the sample is non-
random and apparently there was no control group.

Teaching assistants in business administration at Arizona State Univer-
sity participated in Haber's (1973) dissertation study. Twelve teaching

 assistants randomly selected from 19 in the department were in turn assigned .

at random to three groups. One group received instruction in effective
questioning techniques, using the Flanders system, and also received feedback

on their classroom performance. A second group received feedback and no .
instruction. A control group received no feedback/no instruction. At pretest
teaching assistants were generally found to be ''direct teachers'" who favored

a controlling role which limits student participation. After training, there

were no differences between groups in teachers' classroom behavior or in

their ratings by students. Teachers' attitudes, measured by the Minnesota

Teacher Attitude Inventory, were significantly related to their observed

behavior. .

In another study, teaching assistants in psychology, both graduates (N=4)
and undergraduates (N=15), taught weekly seminars in their areas of interest

‘as a supplement to faculty lectures (Carroll, 1977). 1In a posttest only

control group design, teaching assistants were randomly assigned to an exper-
imental seminar (N=10) or a control seminar (N=9). All teaching assistants
were required to attend but were unaware of their group membership and of

the variables being studied. Tha experimental seminar included scheduled
readings, individual conferences, at least one individual critique of a

“-videotape, an unstructured group meeting, and five formal workshop sessions.

The controd seminar was less structured, included less input by the instruc-
tors, and provided an opportunity to view one videotape alone without a
critique.

Experimental and control teaching assistants did not differ on sex,
grade level, verbal aptitude, cumulative grade point average, major, or
primary reason for taking the course. Interaction analysis of tapes obtained
near the end of the term showed that classrooms of the experimental teaching

\
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assistants were more student centered than those of control teaching assis- "
tants (p ¢ .06), although experimental classrooms did not show higher levels
of student talk. As predicted, the experimental group received higher stu-
dent ratings than controls on the use of objéctives (p < .07) and on géneral
effectiveness of instruction (p < .10). Use of indirect teaching skills was -
correlated with student ratings (p < .02). '

Less powerful effects of teaching assistant training were found in
Dalgaar@'s (1976) dissertation study. Her dependent variables included
ratings of the teaching assistant (a) by their students, (b) by experts, and (c) on a
self-evaluation form. Twenty-two inexperienced and untrained teaching assis-
tants in economics, business administration, and geography departments at
the University of Illinois (Urbana-Champaign) were randomly assigned to a
training group or to a no treatment control (stratified by department).

Training included six two-hour seminars on topics related to instruction.
Trainees also individually viewed videotapes of their classes with a trained
supervisor, .

Experts rated the teaching performance of trained teaching assistants
"higher than that of untrained teaching assistants, but po impact was found
on student ratings or self-evaluations. Participants recommended that the
program be required for new teaching assistants, and the dissertation includes
materials used in that training.

We have located two studies in which faculty members participated. 1Imn
the first, courses at the University of North Dakota College of Nursing were
rated both fall term and winter term (Kingston and Lacefield, 1979). During
winter term, faculty participated in the TIPS workshops developed at the Uni-
versity of Kentucky. Sessions dealt with bfganizational skills, interpersonal

communication skills, teacher behavior; and evaluation skills. A microteach- __ _ ...

ing component was also included. Oveg_half'pf the ratings in areas covered by the
workshops increased significantly from fall to winter f6r the 29 instructors,
despite the brief interval between training and winter ratings. No control

data are treported from previous years or from nonparticipants (since all

faculty participated) and so it is not possible to estimate the change that
changes would have occurred in the absence of workshop participation.

A detailed description of a l0-week workshop for faculty is given by
Howard (1977). In weekly two-hour sessions, participants developed such
skills as identifying their own teaching goals, discussing teaching in
nonjudgmental terms, and consulting with one another about teaching. Mem-
bers observed one another's classes, and videotapes of their own classes
were viewed and discussed in the group. Hoyt and Howard (1978) report an
evaluation of two such eight-member groups at Wichita State University.
0f 68 faculty'who indicated interest in the program, 16 were randémly
assigned to the experimental groups and 16 to a control group. Students
in.one course taught by each of the 32 participating facilty completed a
course evaluation form at midterm and again at end-of-term. Changes on 12 - ’
of the 13 items and on the total score favored teachers in the experimental
groups. ANCOVA found the experimental groups gignificantly higher on four
‘of the 13 items and on total score. Because faculty were randomly assigned
to conditions, the study controls for motivation (within a volunteer group)
and supports the value of these workshop activities; however, one possible

-




!

~

source of bias is that raters, if Ehey»notiéed'ihe taping and observation
activities, may have suspected that an experiment was under way. .

In summary, all but two of the studies of seminars for ;eaching’épsisk
tants found changed attitudes of participants' students, particularly with
regard to students' perceptioms- of teachers'’ classroom performance. The

magnitude of the impact is small, and.pf the three studies with experimental

designs, two failed (Dalgaard, 1976; Haber, 1973) and one succeeded (Carroll,
1977) in'demonstrating statistically significant impact. The two’ studies of -
workshops for faculty did not investigate participants' classroom behavior .
but, like the studies with teaching assistants, did demonstrate, impact upon
students' ratings. : T .

Impact on student learning. Of the four studies which examine impact .
upon student learning, we first describe a training program for seven grad-
uate assistants in introductory econcmics which was conducted during the . -
second term of their teaching (Lewis & Orvis, 1973). Each was responsible.
for two sections of 25 students; all students also met together for lectures
by senior faculty. During fall term no training was available. During win-
ter term, instructors met for weekly seminars and each was videotaped three
times, following which about two hours were spent in individual review and
critique of the tape and of the instructors' ratings from the previous term.
Student achievement, student ratings of instructors, and the instructors'
classroom behavior Were compared between fall (control) and winter (experi-
mental). cLy

Stepwise multiple regression indjicated that the .average btqﬂent of a
trained teaching assistant scored"significantly higher on 2 standardized test
of achievement in economics (p < '.05). The following variables were also
significantly associated with achievement: prior knowledge of economics,.
mental ability and achievement, maturation, sex, .and s;udent_evalultionz of
instruction. Student evaluations were significantly more positive winter
than fall term. - Anticipating criticism of the duasi-experimental design,
the authors argue that results do not represent a practice effect since such
fall to winter changes had not occurred the year before. i _ -

Thirteen teaching assistants in rhetoric, participating in Koffman's
(1974) dissertation research, were videotaped and completed questionnaires
and tests at the start of a term. They were divided into two treatment
groups and a no-treatment control group. Groups one and two reviewed their
data with an instructional specialist. Group one, in addition,’ held subse-
quent meetings with the specialists who provided further suggestions and
training. After eight weeks, all teaching assistants were agéin taped and
again completed the written measures. Videotapes, student evaluations, and
tests were also analyzed. Measures of teacher behavior and of ‘student atti- .
tude and achievement favored the continuing treatment group (group.one) and
less so group two, compared with controls. These trends, however, did not ’
reach statistical significance. -

o

Training in both interaction analysis and heuristic questfbning was
investigated with teaching assistants in mathematics in Tubb's (1974) dis-
sertation study. Eight teaching assistants were randomly selected from 21
who were teaching a calculus course for nonmathematics : ad nonengineering
students. Teaching assistants were trained in Flanders Interaction Analysis

~
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or in Polya's Heuristic Teaching or in both. Although the numbers receiving =~
each type of training are not reported in the abstract, each strategy appears :
to have influenced classroom behavior of those who were trained, as shown by
change scores. Students of-trained teachers showed higher achievement and
problem-solving skill than control students and rated their instructors even

- higher than their "ideal expectations" for teaching ability.

Eight teaching assistants in the mathematics department at East Carolina
University were randomly assigned to a group trained in interaction analysis
or to a grovp receiving no training in Daniels' (1970) dissertation study.
Some of the participants were pursuing a degree in mathematics education and
others were pursuing a degree in mathematics. Flanders catggories were
applied to audiotapes made at several points during the term. Traiged teach-

B ing assistants scored higher on four of the nine categories used iy the

& analysis, indicating greater indirectness and flexibility. The ma ematics
“education gzoup scored higher than the mathematics group on six of’ the cate-
gories, regardless of training. .Students of the mathematics education teaching
assi¥tants scored higher than those of mathematies teaching:assistants regard-
less of -training group. Thus, both! trainjng and degree objective are\influen-

tial in this study. P

In conclusion, -the evidenéé from these coursee and seminars spans a
number of academié fields and suggests that seminar experience can affect
2 the achievement of students of trained teacliers as well as affect student
attitudes and teacher classroom behavior. Not all studies find significa%F
differences andy all studies avoid importart threats to validity, but =
; 1

such trends are/well worth phMrsuing; Because they-are based primarily on
' graduate teaching assistants, their generalizability is limited. Experienced
faculty may be” unwilling to volunteer and may strongly resist being assigned
to such activities. Further, teaching experience may interact with program
activities and thus decrease (or pe:ﬁapg increase) th? }mpact'of training.
o SR .
L.

‘ Cuidélines»for Assessing Impact

A . I ' : (
Estimates by participants df their satfsfaction and learning are the
‘most common data for evaluating the impact of workshops in which faculty
participate. There are important problems with relying on such estimates.
To close this chapter, we refer to the literature in ‘continuing medical
education for illustrations of these problems. )
. ) . :
 One study evaluated intensive instruction (12-20 hours) given to prac-
ticing physicians in recognizing unknown heart sounds (auscultatory skill)
(McGuire, Hurley, Babbott, & Butterworth, 1964). During instruction, heart
sounds and thefr visual representations were simulated; participants prac- -
ticed naming the sounds and received immediate feedback. Anonymous eval-
uations showed that participants felt they had learned a-great deal and
assessment of their skills showed that, compared with a control group, they

made significant gains from pretest to posttest. _ :

. . o 3 ‘ o f=3 A
Six months later, a representative subgroup of participants was again
tested. Two results are noteworthy. First, their mean skill score at six

months was not significantly different from their mean score at pretest.

T~
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course might have producéd increased sensitivity to cardiac findings and a
consequent increase in the frequéncy and variety with which cardiac infor-
mation was observed and recorded. A comparison of hospital charts completed
by these physicians before and after the course revealed no differences in
the amount or quality of the cardiac information recorded.

Assuming that skill-oriented teaching improvement workshops arevdesigned

in some ways parallel to this one, these findings should caution us (a) against

accepting - end-of-course satisfaction as predictive of long-term learning,
(b) against accepting end-of-course skill gains as indicating long-term skill
learning (unless there .is opportunity for subsequent practice with critical
evaluation), and (c) against assuming that in the absence of chaages in per-
formance a workshop may, nevertheless, produce changes in a general charac-
teristic such as sensitivity. '

The relationship between self-rated learning and objectively assessed
learning was also explored in the evaluation of an educational development
program at Wayne State Univ .rsity School of Medicine. Fifty-five persons
participated in two three-hour meetings for each of 12 weeks. The sessions
covered a variety of topics related to learning and imstruction. Partici-
pants rated their progress on statements expressing- the objectives of each
session. Their ratings were generally high and fairly uniform across objec-
tives, surprising staff who had noted considerable variability in actual
accomplishment. Further consideration of staff observations and of the
participants' ratings suggested several conditions which affect the accuracy

. of participants' estimates: When participants could "engage in free discus-

sion, when there was a comfortable rapport between teacher and participants,
when relatively few demands were made on them to demomstrate their skills,
and when there was little external feedback to them on their performance,
there were uniformly high achievement ratings. When there were clear cests .
of their knowledge and external feedback, ratings of achievement varied
between people and between objectives and were generally lower' (Koen, 1976,
p. 855).

These illustrations imply several ‘guidelines for workshop assessment,
guidelines which are seldom followed in the research on faculty workshops.
Both immediate and delayed tests of ability should be made, but it should
be recognized that without opportunity for continuing practice with feedback,
the post-course level of ekill mastery is not .likely to be maintained. Parti-
cipant self-assessments, if they are to be accurate, should refer to specific
behaviors, those behaviors should have been assessed during instructionm, and
participants should have had opportunity to compare their performance with

an external criterion. Finally, if participant self-assessments are used

to evaluate sessions which include goals related to attitude change, the
sessions should include exercises or discussions which insure that partici-
pants have become actively involved with a variety of views.

&




Practice with Feedbgck;ﬁ Microteaching and Minicourses

During the last 20 years, programs which prepare teachers for elementary
and secondary schools have increased the time during which teaching is actually
practiced. Expansion of practice teaching in real classrooms accounts for
some of this increase. In addition, there has been an increase in brief
teaching encounters focused om behaviorally specific skills and videotaped -
for subsequent review. One strategy for providing such practice with v
feedback is microteaching. Another'involves self-contained instructional
packages, called minicourses, prepared especially for inservice teachers.

Both microteaching and minicourses show promise for improving college

teaching, although most systematic evaluations of their use have been in
precollege settings. : )

Microteaching

Microteaching, a scaled-down teaching encounter, was originally developed
for use with preservice elementary and secondary school teachers. It allows
teachers to learn and practice teaching skills within "micro" conditions,
that is by teaching a five to ten minute lesson to a small group of approxi-
mately five pupils. The microteaching process has four steps. First, a
preservice teacher is presented with a behaviorally defined teaching skill.
Second, the teacher plans a lesson which incorporates the skill and teaches
the lesson to a group of approximately five pupils while being videotaped.
Third, the teacher receives feedback on the lesson from peers and super-
visor and by viewing the tape. Fourth, the teacher reteaches the lesson to
another small group of students and incorporates feedback suggestions. A
variety of skills is usually taught in the microteaching experience, and for
each new skill this four-step sequence is followed. ’

Many elements of the microteaching format are based on research on
observational learning and behavior modification. For example, Bandura and
" walters (1963) have studied imitative leamming and modeling and their find-
ings have influenced the microteaching model. Cognitive discrimination
- training, with roots in the behavioral movement, serves to make the teacher
aware of appropriate teaching behavior. 1In discrimination training, the
learner is presented with relevant behavioral instances and then taught to
discriminate between them. Learning consists of two steps: learning to
attend to the relevant dimension and then to distinguish between different
values of this dimension (Wagner, 1973). In the microteaching situationm,
teachers learn to discriminate between effective and ineffective instruc-
tignal behavior by viewing samples of their own and others' teaching.

* Microtesching's underlying component-skills approach requires that
teacher behavior be broken down into specific components. Emphasis iz on
acquisition of ome skill at a time. Technical skills that are often taugh’.
include stimulus variation, fluency in asking questions, and the use of
higher-order questions. The selection of skills is based on the relation-
ship between these technical skills and pupil performance (for a comprehen-
sive review see Turney, Clift, Dunkin, & Traill, 1973, chapter 2).




Some researchers have emphasized the self-confrontation aspect of .

microteaching (Perlberg, Peri, Weinreb, Nitzan, & Shimron, 1972; Perlberg, v

' Bar-On, Levin, Bar-Yam, Lewy, & Etrog, 1974; and Fuller & Manning, 1973).

They suggest that microteaching provides feedback to prospective teachers

.by causing the teachers to confront themselves. Through self-confrontation, .

the teacher becomes aware of any discrepancy between intentigns and out-
comes. A discrepancy leads to negative feelings such as dissatisfaction o
and discomfort. Festinger (1957), in his theory of cognitive dissomance, .
proposes that the reduction of such dissonance is a motivating force in
individuals, leading to a change in self-perception and/or behavior. This
suggests that in microteaching, prospective teachers improve their teaching
skills in order to reduce dissonant feelings produced by the self-confronta-
tion process. . - .

Numerous studies investigating microteaching have been conducted with
prospective elementary and secondary teachers and programs have been set up
on some college campuses to work with teaching assistants and faculty (for
example, see Miltz, 1978), but we have located only three systematic studies
that use microteaching to improve college teaching. Nevertheléss, this
technique appears to be easily adaptable to higher education and we will
review the major and exemplary studies both at the elementary/secondary
levels and at the college level.

We first discuss the earlier studies by relying, for the most part, on.
secondary sources, and then review and critique findings from more recent
research. Although these studies investigate the relationship between
microteaching and improved teaching performance, not all of them conceptual-
ize improved teaching performance in the samz way. In some studies, the
microteaching skills are aimed at improving overall teacher competence by
concentrating on such areas as lesson planning, discussion skills, and comnw
trolling techniques and procedures. In other studies, skills are more .
narrowly focused and directed toward developing specific technical skills.

' It should be noted that recently, Hargie, Dickson, and Tittmar (1978)
have described a variation of microteaching entitled "miniteaching.'" In
this variation, 'reteach' has been abandoned, integration of skills is
stressed, lesson length and number of pupils is gradually increased and
remedial sessions are sometimes programmed. We have found no systematic
studies of this technique, so a critique of miniteaching is not included
in this review. .

Early studies. After microteaching was developed in the early 1960's,
numerous studies compared it with conventional teacher training methods.
Allen and Clark (1967), in one of the first studies comparing microteaching
to conventional student teaching, found microteaching to be more effective
than student teaching in developing teaching competence. Subsequent studies -
at Stanford did not compare microteaching with conventional methods; rather,
microteaching was assessed in terms of change in teacher effectiveness occur-

‘ring from first to last microteaching session. For example, Fortune, Cooper, -

and Allen (1967), reported the results of an investigation of the effective-
ness of the Stanford Micro-Teaching Clinic of 1965. They claimed micro-
teaching to be effective in improving overall teaching performance, but
their study has been assigned a low confidence rating because among other
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problems, it lacked a control group. A survey by Ward (1970) of microteach-
ing in United States elementary and secondary programs noted in Turney, Clift,
Dunkin, and Traill (1973) reported microteaching to have been generally
effective in improving teaching competence and developing favorable attitudes

- toward education. Turney, Clift, Dunkin, and Traill (1973) also have reviewed
the microteaching literature, drawing similar conclusions regarding the gen-
eral effectiveness of microteaching. '

- Jensen and Young's (1972) methodologically sound comparison of micro-
_teaching with conventional methods in developing teaching skills assessed
teaching performance on three different occasions using the Teacher Per-
formance Evaluation Scale. Factor analysis identified six performance

e factors: personality traits, wamrmth of teacher behavior, general classroom
atmosphere, lesson usefulness, teacher interest in pupils, and teacher inter-
est in student achievement. Microteaching was found to be significantiy
better than student teaching practice for the first five of these six factors,
although the superiority of microteaching was sometimes not evident until
the third observation after about six weeks of teaching. Jensen and Young
interpret this finding as evidence that the effects of microteaching are
not temporary and may increase with time. '

Not all studies find microteaching more effective than traditional
methods. Kallenbach and Gall (1969) found no significant differences
between the use of microteaching and student teaching. Nevertheless, they
conclude that microteaching can be considered superior to conventional
methods because it achieves similar results and requires less administrative
work and time. This study earns a high confidence rating.

The relative merits of components of the microteaching process have .
been assessed in several studies. Turney, Clift, Dunkin, and Traill (1973)
reviewed research findings on six areas of microteaching: (a) attitudes
toward microteaching, (b) modeling, (c) pupils versus peers in the micro-
lesson, (d) supervision, (e) feedback, and (f) the teach-reteach interval.
Their findings include generally positive trainee attitudes toward micro-
teaching, although some instances of unfavorable attitudes have been noted
particularly toward the videotape recording. Skill acquisition seems more
effective when positive models are used, and perceptual models seem to be
superior to symbolic models. Some skills, however, are just as effectively
taught through symbolic models. Discrimination training appears to be an
important element of microteaching. Several presentations of model behavior
are superior to a single presentation. Practice in a context similar to
that of the model enhances learning. School students rather than peers are
recommended for the microlesson. For feedback to be effective, it should
be directly related tc the model toward which trainees are molding their
behavior. Videotape feedback appears to ensure the best feedback, parti-
cularly when it is varied, positive, and specific. Research on the teach-

- reteach interval was inconclusive.

Hargie's (1977) review of early research on microteaching organized
g the evidence into four categories: changes in teaching performance, pupil
attitudes toward their teacher, trainee teacher attitudes toward their
course of training, and increases in pupil learning. He concluded that -
microteaching, as measured by ratings of behavior or by counts of actual
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behavior, was generally effective in improving teacher performance. Studies
assessing pupil attitudes toward teaching were rare but generally positive
results with respect to microteaching were found. With respect to trainee
attitudes toward microteaching, generally trainees consider microteaching

to be an effective teacher training tool. Hargie noted that few studies

had been carried out to investigate increases in pupil learning as a result

of teachers trained in microteaching. However, one study does suggest

‘that pupil learning may vary according to age and subject characteristics.

Recent studies. The studies reviewed in this section Sample recent
research on microteaching alone or on microteaching 'in combination with
other techniques. Like the earlier research, these studies for the most
part favor the microteaching approach. However, three (Johnson, 1977;
Perlberg, Peri, Weinreb, Nitzan, & Shimronm, 1972; Perlberg, Bar-On, Levin,
Bar-Yam, Lewy, & Etrog, 1974) of the quantitative studies did not include
control or comparison groups and have been assigned low confidence ratings.
The elimination of control groups in these studies was sometimes justified
by earlier studies investigating classroom teachers and showing that
teacher behavior is remarkably stable from lesson to lesson. Assuming that
the teaching performance of & group not receiving the intervention would
remain unchanged, researchers felt no obligation to include control groups.
However, some studies have found unstable behavior for control groups (e.g.,
Borg, 1975; Perrott, Applebee, Heap, & Watson, 1975). Furthermore, there
is little evidence from higher education to support the stability of teacher
behavior. Of the three studies from higher education, two (Johnson, 1977;
Perlberg, Peri, Weinreb, Nitzam, & Shimronm, 1972) did not have control
groups and were assigned low ratings.

Among recent studies reviewed here there is evidence for changes in
teacher knowledge, teacher behavior, and pupil behavior. Wagner (1973)
compared two methods of influencing the knowledge and teaching skills of
undergraduates studying distinctions between student-centered and teacher-
centered teacher behavior. Seventy-eight undergraduates were randomly
assigned to three groups: Discrimination training, microteaching, and
control. All participants had 15 minutes to prepare-a five minute lesson.
The discrimination group then received about 30 minutes of training on
discriminating student-centered from teacher-centered teacher comments:
they rated 33 taped teacher comments and were given the correct answers
to each as well as brief explanations. The microteaching group taught the
prepared lesson, reviewed the videotape of that lesson, and discussed:the
tape and student ratings with a supervisor. They then retaught the lesson.
The control group merely proceeded to the criterion test.

On a criterion test immediately after training, trainees in all groups
prepared and taught a 10 minute lesson to three college students. Video-
tapes of these lessons were coded according to the six categories of student-
centered teacher behavior used in the training. A week later all students
completed a test in which they coded a number of teacher comments. On the
written tests the discrimination group scored significantly higher than the
control group, but the microteaching group did not differ from the other
two groups. On the performance test the discrimination group was more
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student-centered as represented by such behaviors as asking for clarificationm,
restating and using student's ideas, than either the microteaching (p < .01) .
or control group (p < .0005). The microteaching group was not significantly
more pupil-centered than the control group. The greater student-centzred
behavior of the discrimination group was for the most part due to an increase
in pupil-centered behavior rather thanm to a reduction in teacher-centered
behavior.

Wagner concludes that it is the discrimination training rather than the
actual practice in microteaching that results in teacher change and that
without discrimination training microteaching practice is ineffective. It
is suggested that the combiation of discrimination training and microteach-
ing might prove very effective. Wagner's study is well designed and executed.
Such weaknesses as {he time lag between the two measurements and the fact
that the discrimination test may have ' precluded assessment of whether teach-
ers learned to attend to relevant dimensions are noted in discussion. Although
the study is limited in its generalizability to those individuals motivated
to change and resentful demoralization may have occurred among those in the
control and microteaching groups, we rate it with high confidence.

The critical role of discrimination training in the microteaching
sequence has more recently been discussed by Hargie and Maidment (1978).
They found a number of studies supporting discrimination training as a
necgssaryacomponent in teaching performance.

Three studies have investigated microteaching with college teachers.
Johnson (1977) investigated combined training in"Flanders' Interaction Ana-
lysis and training in microteaching labs for producing teacher change in
interaction behavior, questioning, and reinforcement techniques. Fourteen
community and junior college professors participated. Analysis of variance
revealed significant change from pretest to posttest scores for all eight
variables measuring teaching performance. All of the changes were
increases with the exception of teacher talk which significantly decreased.
Since there was no control group and a small sample was used, many plausible
alternative explanations exist. It is possible that the volunteer partici-
pants were initially motivated to change their teaching behavior and would
have done so with many kinds of training (Hawthorne effects). Or possibly
the group improved as a result of maturation. Therefore, a low confidence

rating has been assigned.

Perry, Leventhal, and Abrami (1979) also investigated the effects of
a variation of microteaching experience on college teachers. The micro-
teaching experience, called Modified Observational Learning, consisted of ,
microteaching feedback along with cognitive discrimination training. Train-
ees were asked to role-play four teaching behaviors. For each behavior,
participants were videotaped and provided with remedial feedback until a
criterion level was reached. Subsequently, the master tape of the four
videotaped role-play "takes" along with a pretraining tape was given to each
subject. The subject was instructed to spend three and one half hours each
week viewing both tapes as a cognitive discrimination exercise.
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For the experiment, four graduate students, the "instructors," were
randomly assigned to either a training or a control group. Within each
group, instructors were labeled as high or low effective according to
pretest ratings. Two subsamples of introductory psychology students from
the same introductory psychology .course participated. Students from one ' .
subsample were randomly assigned to four pretraining conditions while
students irom the other subsample were randomly,assigned to.the four post-
training conditions. Thus, separate pre and posttraining samples were .
used. Students completed a questionnaire for assessing teaching effective-
ness and an achievement measure.

~ Findings indicated that training interacted with lecturer differences.
That is, for initially low effective teachers, there were no differences in
student ratings and achievement between the experimental and control groups.
However, for the initieslly high effective lecturer, higher student ratings
and achievement scores were reported for those trained by Modified Obser-
vational Learning. In terms of performance over time for the trainees,
low effective lecturers showed no change in ratings or achievement from
pre to posttraining while high effective lecturers' student ratings did not
change but student achievement increased significantly between testing ses-
sions. In the cantrol condition, the low effective lecturers showed no
change in ratings or achievement while high effective lecturers' ratings
decreased from pre to posttraining. This study has been assigned fair
confidence for a number of reasons. Important information relevant to the
study's conclusions was not included in the brief report such as the dura-
tion of the experiment and the probability levels used to determine signi-
ficance; nor were reliability of measures reported. The small number of
instructors involved limits generalizability although this weakness is noted
by the investigators. Also, graduate students with no teaching experience
were used as instructors, thereby limiting generalizability to inexperienced
college teachers. '

Perlberg, Peri, Weinreb, Nitzam, and Shimron, (1972) studied sixteen
faculty members in dentistry to determine if microteaching techniques
designed to develop classroom interaction styles and student-centered
teaching would increase use of such behaviors. They also hypothesized
that change produced by microteaching would be directly related to a pe-ti-
cipant's openness: the more dogmatic and authoritarian a participant's
attitude toward education, the less likely the participant would change.

All seven skills used to measure teaching performance (lesson organizationm,

lecture style, providing examples, fluency in question, probing questions,

higher order questions, and divergent questions) showed significant improve-

ment (p < .01) from pretest to posttest. Data also indicated that there

was greater improvement in questioning skills than in lecturing skills.

Three measures designed to assess participant's attitudes, the Rokeach -

Dogmatism Scale, the Permissive-Authoritarian Scale and a“*bipolar adjective R
scale, aswell as attendance at microteaching sessions (perserverance) were

- used to investigate the relationship between attitudes toward openness to

behavioral change and acceptance of innovation. Only on the bipolar adjec- .
tive scale were scale scores significantly related to post-treatment ratings.
The best predictor of openness to change and willingness to accept innova-

.tion was perserverance in microteaching clinic sessions. The second best

predictor was the participant's attitudes toward the microteaching concept
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and the third best predictor was the participant's attitude toward "dentist."

This study has been assigned a low confidence rating because it lacks
an adequate control group. Faculty improvement may have been due to factors
other than the treatment such as effects of history, the group's prior train-
ing over two years in teaching improvement activities, and“Hawthorne effects.

Perlberg and his associates have conducted two other microteaching
studies with precollege teachers. Perlberg, Bar-On, Levin, Bar-Yam, Lewy,
and Etrog (1974) investigated the effectiveness of a combination of micro-
teaching and a computerized feedback system called Technion Diagnostic
System on the behavior of 60 students in teacher training programs at
Technion Institute in Israel. This combined technique brought about sig-
nificant changes in combined scores measuring student-centered teaching
behavior (nonverbal, not lecturing, relates to) and higher cognitive ques-
tioning (analytical thinking). For the three student-centered teaching
behaviors, peak performance was reached at the end of training and post-
test scores showed a decrease from the last training session. However,
two plausible explanations are given for this finding: (a) student fatigue,
and (b) the fact that the posttest lesson was a general lesson not a speci-
fic skill lesson. This study was assigned a low confidence rating primarily
because in the absence of a control group we camnot rule out alternative .
explanations for teaching improvement such as history and maturation.

A workshop utilizing demonstrationm, discussion, and microteaching to
develop teacher strategies for increasing independent learning skills in
pupils was investigated by Kremer and Perlberg (1979) . Changes in both
teacher and student behavior were assessed. Results indicated that teachers
in the experimental groﬂp talked less and gave less information than control
teachers. They also asked broader questions and gave more direction. This
finding is explained as resultiag from experimental pupils being involved
in many activities thus requiring more directions. Significant pupil beha-
vior changes favoring the experimental group were found for three of four
variables representing child-centered teaching (responds to teacher, ini-
tiates talk to teacher, and initiates talk to another pupil). . Increases
in number of questions and problems raised by students were also noted
for the experimental group pupils. However, significant differences in
higher level questions in favor of students taught by the experimental
group were found for only two of seven variables, divergency and analysis,
Kremer and Perlberg point out that there were more changes in classroom
interaction than in cognitive processes.

Overall, this study indicates that microteaching can be used to increase
independent learning skills of pupils. Although the study is well designed
and the analysis appears appropriate, we have rated it fair because it is
not clear that random assignment to groups was carried out. Strengths of
the study include the choice of instruments, its thorough literature review,
its well-developed theoretical framework, and its inclusion of qualitative
data.

In summary, the results of recent studies on the use of microteaching

indicate that microteaching can be effective in improving actual teaching
performance. More specifically, it appears that microteaching can develop
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student-centered teaching behavior. Generally student-centered teaching
behavior results in less teacher talk and more pupil talk. More question-
ing goes on and less lecturing is done. Furthermore, microteaching can
be used to develop higher-order questioning on the part of teachers and
students as well as to increase teacher reinforcement skills.

No sigﬁificnnc relatioeships have been shown between personality
correlates and microteaching performance or microteaching attitude.

Of particular interest is the finding that discrimination training
is a critical component of microteaching. Discrimination training is a
cognitive exercise that is concept-based rather than practice-based. The
findings with regard to discrimination training suggest that concept-based
training may be a powerful tool mot only for increasing concept acquisition
but also for increasing skill acquisition. When one considers the lower .
cost of discrimination training in comparison to microteaching and practice
teaching, one begins to realize the importance of these findings. Parti-
cularly for the college setting, discrimination training seems more
feasible than practice-based models. We return to this theme in the later
discussion of protocol materials.

Although positive results have been found both for microteaching alone
and in conjunction with other techniques, a good number of the studies rate
only low confidence. These ratings are due for the most part to the one-
group designs which allow for a number of plausible alternative explanations
for significant findings.

Microteaching studies conducted with college teachers have seldom been
well designed. Although the evidence indicates microteaching combinations
to be beneficial in improving teacher competence, better designed research
directed at faculty improvement needs to be conducted before conclusions
may be drawn about which aspects of the technique are effective for improvi £
what skills for which college teachers.

Minicourses

Minicourses are based on the microteaching model and draw upon research
on technical-skills training, modeling, feedback, and film production. Essen-
tially the minicourse teaches the technical skills of teaching through the
following process: (a) viewing films of behaviorally defined skills in a
specific domain of classroom teaching, and (b) practicing those skills within

" a microteaching format. The minicourse differs from simple microteaching

in that it was designed particularly for inservice teachers, although it
has been used with preservice teachers as well. The minicourse model allows

-a working teacher to develop needed technical skills in a microsetting and .

eventually to adapt these skills to a regular classroom. By providing reg-
ular classroom experience, the minicourse model counteracts the criticism
leveled against microteaching that acquisition of teaching skills in a
restricted setting does not necessarily prepare a teacher for regular class-
room conditions. . :
Minicourse titles include, ''Developing Learning Skills," "Tutoring in
Mathematics,"” "Thought Questions in the Intermediate Grades," and "Effective
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Questioning in a Classroom Discussion (Secondary Level)." Minicourse acti- ' /
. vities are integrated into a regular school day, and may be taken by a group
of teachers in that school, by a pair of teachers who review ome another's
tapes, or even by an individual. The minicourse cycle includes (a) reading,
viewing films, and planning a lessonm, (b) teaching to a small group from a
regular class, (¢) viewing the tape, (d) reteaching followed by feedback. .
Focus is on practice and feedback since "about 10 percent of the -course o
involves telling the teacher; 20 percent involves showing him; and the remain-
ing 70 percent involves allowing him to practice his teaching skills and watch
replays of his own performance" (Borg, Kelley, Langer, & Gall, 1970, p. 31).

Although we found a few studies that adapted the microteaching model

‘ to higher education teaching improvement, no studies were located that used

' minicourses for improving college teaching. Therefore, minicourse studies
included in this review were done with elementary and secondary school
teachers. Minicourses are included because they are highly effective at
those levels, and because we feel that their format may be viable for use
with college teachers. Furthermore, since there is evidence that micro-
teaching at the college level is effective in improving instructiom, it
seems probable that minicourses are also potentially effective at that level.

-

’ : Developmental studies. Numerous minicourses have been developed by the
Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development. All have gone
"through extensive field testing. Both preliminary and main field tests have
been conducted for each minicourse. In these tests teachers werc videotaped
in their classrooms prior to the introduction of the minicourse. After com-
pleting the minicourse, teachers were again videotaped in their classroom.
Pretest-posttest analyses were made of the videotape.

For the most part, minicourses have proven to be effective for improving
the specific technical skills for which each was designed. Further analyses
have investigated delayed post-.ourse performance, pupil change, and the use
of the minicourse with different social classes. Revisions were initiated
when preliminary or main field tests indicated lack of teacher improvement
on a particular skill.

Almost all of the minicourse field tests were conducted without con-
trol groups. This deficien.y in design in addition to other design prob-
lems threatens the validity of these studies. For example, such effects
as testing, maturation, and evaluation apprehension may have biased study
results and conclusions. However, Borg, Kelley, Langer, and Gall (1970)
anticipate these criticisms and are able to rule out a number of threats.
For example, it has been impractical for some investigators to find appro-
priate control groups, and this deficiency allows for a plausible alterna-
tive explanation of effects; that is, the changes noted for teachers may
have been due to maturation rather than to the intervention. They note,
however, three reasons why one would expect a comparable control group's
teaching behavior to remain stable. First, the average teacher in. their
study had nine years experience, and- thus was unlikely to make any signi-
ficant  teaching change without intervention. Second, they cite research
evidence indicating that classroom teaching behavior is remarkably stable

" from lesson to lesson. Finally, they cite a study that used student

J7




v-10

teachers as a control group. This control group, which could be expected
to be much less stable than an experienced group, showed significant improve-

"ment in only two of 12 Minicourse I behavior areas over a two month span.

In those field tests which did include control groups, little significant
change was found. ‘ S

Other limitations of the field test procedures are also discussed by
Borg, Kelley, Langer, and Gall (1970) who note that the studies were con-
ducted with volunteer teachers, and so generalizability is restricted. They
g0 on to state that this limitation is not as serious as it first appears.
Because inservice programs are generally voluantary, the field test data
would apply to inservice conditions. Furthermore, they cite one minicourse
as an example where non-volunteers and volunteers were used and changes
were found for all of them. \

Regarding the possible effects of a videotape recorder in the class-
room, Borg, Kelley, Langer, and Gall (1970) admit that the equipment might
contribute to atypical teaching behavior particularly at the pretest (eval-
uator apprehension and testing effects). It is also pointed out that the
equipment might have been serving as a discrimulative stimulus; that is,

~ only when the recorder was present were teachers emitting target behaviors.

They rule out this possibility by stating that it is unlikely that teachers
would maintain their posttest performance after a four-month interval has
occurred unless those skills had been practiced during that period, Another
limitation is the possibility that positive changes noted at posttest resulted
merely from the teachers' awareness at posttest of the target behaviors under
study. They countered this assertion by noting that only after hours of
concentrated effort did teachers display the target behaviors and thus, it
was unlikely that teachers were emitting those behaviors simply because they
knew which skills were under study. Other findings from two studies con-
ducted with student-teachers (Borg, 1969) did not find significant differ-
ences in behavior between a group inf?rmed of target behaviors and a group
that had not been informed.

As can be seen, although a single field test for one minicourse may
not have accounted for.all possible threats to validity, the sum total of
studies that have been carried out to investigate minicourses has for the
most part ruled out a good many threats. Numerous replications have also
been conducted. Overall, then, it appears that minicourses do effect posi-
tive changes in behavior of precollege teachers. ’ )

Recent studies. Aside from these field tests, other studies have been
made of the basic minicourse model and its effectiveness over an extended
period of time. Four of these are discussed here. Each has been assigned
either a fair or high confidence rating and each supports the minicourse
model in improving instructional effectiveness.

In 1972, Borg studied the effectiveness of Minicourse I ("Effective
Questioning") over an extended time interval. The study was designed as a
- three-year follow-up of the effects of Minicourse I. Of the 48 original
field-test teachers, 30 teachers were still at field test schools and 24
agreed to participate. No control group was used. At the initial evalu-
ation of Minicourse I, 11 of 13 tatget teacher and pupil behaviors showed
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large and statistically significant improvement. Four months later, teachers
showed continued improvement in three of the 11 skills that were measured
and had not regressed significantly on any skill. Approximately three years
later (39 months), subject performance still remained significantly greater
on eight of the 10 scored behaviors. Thus, most changes induced by Minicourse .
1 persisted over three years. Some behaviors, however, did regress. After
three years, frequency of one-word student responses increased significantly
and this frequéncy was even higher than the precourse mean. Also, teacher
talk had regressed significantly; teacher talk had increased from 33 percent
at the course's end to 45 percent after three years, but was still below the
initial frequency level of 53 percent.

Borg“s (1972) study has been given a fair confidence rating. It is
subject to a number of validity threats including testing effects, selection,
history, and maturation. Several of these threats are discussed; for example,
he contends that maturation is not a serious threat by citing research showing
that teacher.behavior remains stable over time, hut as we have seen this evi<
dence is mixed. Problems not ruled out by Borg are the threats of evaluator
apprehension and mortality.

Perrott, Applebee, Heap, and Watson (1975) investigated the feasibility
of transfer of Minicourse I to Great Britain. In a one-group pretest-posttest
design, they checked for testing effects by randomly assigning participants
at pretest into two subgroups; one was informed of the target behavid¥s
involved in the study and tfhe other was not informed of the behaviors. There
were no differences in performance between the groups on the pretest video-
tape, thus ruling out the possibility that positive posttest changes could
be attributed to testing effects rather than to the intervention itself.

The minicourse was effective in producing significant changes at posttest

on eight of 14 measures. The most important change was the consistent reduc-
tion in proportion of disdussion dominated by teacher talk, a change con-
current with changes in more specific teaching behaviors. This study is
thorough and well planned except that it lacks a control group; it serves

not cnly as a test of information transfer but as a replication of Bo;g's
three-year follow-up. Perrott, Applebee, Heap, and Watson (1975), as noted
above, also offer evidence of mixed results concerning stability of teach-
ing behavior.

Buttery and Michalak (1978) also used Minicourse I in a study which
modified the minicourse format in two ways. First, they devised the Teaching
Clinic Feedback Prccess which substituted audio tape for videotape for record-
ing behavior and providing feedback. The second modification involved a
naturalistic setting, using regular classroom groups and thus eliminaiing
the need for potentially inconvenient special microteaching conditiont.
Further, this study used preservice teachers as its subjects rather than
inservice teachers. The teaching clinic model was used with one group and
compared to a control group which received regular student teaching instruc-
tion. It is unclear whether subjects were randomly assigned to groups. The
Teaching Clinic Process consisted. of (a) lesson planning seasion, (b) obser-
vation session, (c) critique preparation sessionm, (d) critique session, and
(e) clinic review session. Results indicated that preservice teachers who
completed Minicourse I with these modifications displayed more signiflcant
changes in teacher behavior than those who received regular student teaching
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instruction. Elevep of 13 target behaviors changed significantly for the
experimental group while only two of 13 were significant for the control
group. A number of design and analysis problems result in the fair con-
fidence rating. Because it is unclcar whether randomized asgignment was .
carried out, effects of selection-maturation, regression and \testing may
bias the results. ’

4

Collins' study (?978) differs from the one just described in that it
investigated effects of a minicourse designed by herself and hereducator
colleagues rather than by the Far West Laboratory. The target of Collins’
minicourse was teacher enthusiasm. The' study focused on two isjues! (a)
whether a minicourse on enthusiasm could increase the level of teacher
enthusiasm of preservice teachers, and (b) whether the effects of this
course would be maintained three weeks after the course's end. A pretest-
posttest control group design was used with delayed posttest.” Participants
were preservice teachers rather than inservice teachers. Results indicated
that the experimental group increased their overall level of enthusiasm
and also tended to exhibit a greater amount of variance in performance
during posttests. In contrast, control subjects tended to display more
similar behaviors in enthusiasm during the posttests. The experimental
group maintained ‘the increased level“of enthusiasm three weeks after the
minicourse training while no important differences were evidenced for the
control group from one test to another. An observable decrease was noted
for the experimental group from posttest I to posttest II. Collins sug-
gests that the performance of preservice teachers was leveling after the
immediate effects of training and that if tested in another six weeks, the
experimental group's posttest III scores would not have differed from post-
test II scores. Collins supports this explanation by pointing to other
research with similar results. A high confidence rating has been assigned
to this study. The investigators attempted to control for a number of
internal and external validity threats by using observers blind to the
experimental conditions, by nqt.informing subjects that they were involved
in a research project, by using random assignment, and by using reliable
measures. A repeated measures ANOVA was used appropriately.

In summary, the basic minicourse appears to be highly effective in
changing teacher behavior. From recent studies it appears that the mini-
course is a flexible tool that can be modified and adapted in a number of
ways while remaining effective. For example, the minicourse can be used in
naturalistic settings and in settings where videotaping equipment is not
available, or it can be transferred from the United States
to Great Britain. Minicourse-induced change in instructional effectiveness.
has been shown to persist over three years.

More research should be condacted on whether teaching behavior of
inservice teachers not exposed to such an intervention does indeed remain
stable, whether videotaping affects teachers so that nontypical teacking
behavior is recorded, whether videotaping equipment serves as a discrimina-
tive stimulus to teachers in these experiments, and whether knowledge of

40
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target behaviors at the pretest makes a difference in pretest behavior. 1In
view of khe apparent effectiveness of the minicourse model with elementary
and secondary school teachers, research should be extended to college teach-
ers to deterrine if developing minicourse materials would be cost effective
at the postsecondary level. :
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Feedback from Ratings by Students

Im studies using student .ratings to improve instruction, feedback is
regarded as an impetus for change in teaching performance. These studies
have included (a) the use of written student rating feedback alone, (b) the
effects of student rating feedback over time, (¢) the use of written stu-
dent rating feedback with consultation, (d) the study of discrepan:ies between
student evaluations and faculty self-evaluations, and (e) the impact of stu-
dent rating feedback amd student performance. R,

Ratings Feedback Alone

o

Most studies on written student feedback are conducted in the following
manner. Rating forms are completed by students approximately three to four
weeks after the beginning of the term. These ratings are analyzed and aver-
ages or percentages are computed for each item and/or_diﬁension. About the
fourth or fifth week of the term, results are returned, perhaps accompanied

. by normative data, to ome group of instructors and withheld from others.
Student ratings are again collected as a criterion measure at the term's end.
Such studies investigate whether mid-term feedback contributes to change in
rated teacher performance. In this case, no consultation between faculty
development specialists and instructors occurs; written student feedback
results alone are used.

Twelve studies were located using this approach. The results of the
studies vary. Six studies found significant positive change in teaching
performance (Butler & Tipton, 1976; Bledsoe, 1975; Sherman, 1978; Braunstein,
Klein, & Pachla, 1973; Overall & Marsh, 1976; and Tuckman & Oliver, 1968).
Three studies found no significant differences between feedback and no feed-
back (Centra, 1973; Miller, 1971; and Rotem, 1978). Three studies reported
mixed (Marsh, Fleiner, & Thomas, 1975; and Murphy & Appel, 1978) or uncer-
tain (Friedlander, 1978) results.

Although nine of the 12 studies provide at least some support for
jmpact from student feedback, a critical review of the quality of the
studies indicates that this conclusion may not be warranted. Several studies
finding significant positive change are flawed by design and analysis prob-
lems. For example, in the study by Butler and Tipton, no control group was
used, the sample size was small (N=17 instructors) and conclusions attributed
to the findings seem premature. The investigators claim that six of 17
instructors showed significant improvement on post-ratings, but the design
of the study does. not -permit us to determine the causes.of these changes.
Bledboe's study (1975) also suffers from several methodological problems
including participation of only one instructor and his class in the experi-
ment, and the fact that the instructor under study was also the investi-
gator (the threat of experimenter expectancies). '

In Sherman's study (1977-78), two instructors were rated after each
class meeting. Students rated the quality of instruction at that meeting
and the value of the content of that class. They were also asked to give
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reagsons for their ratings. Instructors weére not present during data collec=
tion and were not told the purpose of the research until later in the term.
The three conditions were no feedback (baseline), feedback in the form of-
average ratings only, and feedback including average ratings, range of
ratings, and reasons for ratings. Results showed that under the third con-
dition the ratings of both instructors were significantly higher than during
baseline. Among the problems of this study &are the absence of a condition
to control for the reactive effects of testing, dropout of participants, :
and lack of parallel data for the two instructors. Nevertheless, the ques-

. tion of optimal level of feedback specificity for affecting teaching is an

important one, deserving further research.

Three studies of higher quality favoring student ratings are Braunstein,
Klein, and Pachla (1973), Overall and Marsh (1976), and Tuckman and Oliver
(1968). Braunstein, Klein, and Pachla (1973) compared a feedback condition
with a no-feedback control condition. Although randomized assignment to

~ conditions was carried out, pretest results indicated that the two groups

were not equivalent at midsemester. The no-feedback group had higher mid-
term ratings than the feedback grour. ' When changes were analyzed, strong
positive shifts in evaluations were found for the feedback condition while.
strong negative changes were noted for the no-feedback condition. Two
explanations for these results are offered: (a) that feedback contributed
to the end-of-semester group differences, or (b) that regression toward the .

- mean occurred for both groups. The nonequivalence of groups at mid-term

and a possible mortality bias have contributed to a confidence rating of
“fair for this study. _

Overall and Marsh (1976) sought to clarify the mixed findings of
earlier studies on student rating feedback. In those studies, including
one by Marsh, Fleiner, and Thomas (1975), both positive and no-difference
findings had been shown. "The more recent investigation by Overall and Marsh
found significant differences favorfng student rating feedback. This study
is well designed and executed using analysis of covariance, although unlike
other studies, the unit of analysis is not instructors but the students who
filled out the questionnaire.

Tuckman and'Oliver (1968) found significant differences in favor of
the feedback condition with high school teachers. Although this study is
well designed, it is questionable whether the use of change score analysis
was appropriate. Two other studies conducted with high school teachers
support Tuckman and Oliver's findings (Bryan, 1963; and Gage, Rumkel, &
Chatterjee, 1960). These studies were located in reviews, and so we cannot
comment on their quality.

The three studies (Centra, 1973; Miller, 1971; and Rotem, 1978) that
found no significant differences between feedback and no feedback conditions
are randomized studies with appropriate comparison groups. Miller notes
that combining data from various sections of one instructor may have resulted
in sampling errors due to a small n per cell. The unit of analysis in
Miller's study was teaching assistants. Rotem (1978) notes that the short
time interval of his study may have contributed to his no-difference find-
ings. The Rotem study is unique because_ it was conducted at a research-
oriented university.
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As stated previously, Murphy and Appel (1978) like Marsh, Fleiner,
and Thomas (1975), offer mixed findings. Murphy and Appel's feedback con-
ditions varied slightly from other studies. The design included three
conditions: no feedback, rating feedback only and augmented feedback. Aug-
mented feedback consisted of student ratings along with individual perfor-
mance standards and remedial alternatives reported by each instructor prior
to the midsemester evaluation. Significant differences for the feedback
conditions were found, although change score analysis was used. Absolute
change was small and thus implies little practical significance. In ano
finding, augmented midsemester feedback was no more effective than
feedback in improving end-of-semester ratings. g

Instructors in 85 management classes were invited to distribute mid-
term evaluations to their students (Friedlander, 1978). As part of an end-
of-term evaluation, students were asked whether the instructor had distri-
buted the midterm questionnaire and discussed its results with the class.
About one-third of the responding students indicated the midterm question-
naire had been distributed. The author concludes tliat students attribute
change in the course to the midterm evaluation to a greater extent when
there was adequate class discussion of midterm results than .when there was
not. The report is difficult to follow, however, since it is unclear which
students were included in subsequent analyses. Because of this and other
design problems, the study rates low confidence.

In summary, these studies seem to provide more evidence for than against writ- ;

ten student feedback alone, but many of the studies are poorly designed and ana-
lyzed. Three previous reviews have been conducted of this research. Kulik
and McKeachie (1975) concluded that research at that time Jdid not support
differences between feedback and no feedback conditions in improving instruc-

tion. A more recent review by Abrami, Leventhal, and Perry (1979) states,

"there seems to be enough evidence to conclude that feedback from student
racings leads some instructors to improve their subsequent student ratings.
However, the effect is not reliable judging from the inconsistency of the
findings across studies. There are also no reports of the magnitude of
significant effects so it is difficult to estimate the amount of improve-
ment which feedback can produce" (p. 36l1). Rotem end Glasman (1979) in
reviewing a large body of research on feedback regarding teaching concluded
that there is a "minimal effect at best of feedback on instructional improve-
ment at the university level" (p. 497). It will become clear as we proceed
that our conclusions are somewhat more optimistic than theirs.

_ Since most of the studies using student rating feedback involve volun-
teer subjects, their.generalizability is limited. Centra (1973) notes,
however, that most faculty who use instructional improvement programs are
volunteers. ~He argues that generalizability is therefore appropriate for
those most likely to use instructional improvement programs.

Effects of Ratings Over Time

For the most part, studies in the previous section investigated the
effects of written feedback on teaching perfuvmance during one term. Two
- studies have investigated the effects of student ratings (without consultatiqn)




over two or more terms (Centra, 1973; Vogt &-Lasher, 1973). Students were
handed rating forms about the fourth week of the term. These ratings were
tabulated and provided to the instructors as feedback. The students were
asked to fill out rating forms at the end of that term and successive terms.
In Centra's study (1973), the effects of rating feedback on teaching per-
formance was investigated over two semesters. Among the conditions studied
were: a feedback pre/post condition, a no-feedback pre/post condition, and
a no-feedback posttest only condition. Interestingly, there were no signi-
ficant differences among the groups after one semester even when sex, sub-
ject area, and college teaching experience were taken into account. However,
an analysis after two semesters based on much smaller samples in each group
revealed that teachers who had received feedback twice received better rat-
ings than those who had received feedback once or not at all. Centra's
study is well designed, earning high confidence. Appropriate statistical
analyses were carried out and a thorough discussion of plausible explana-
tions for the study's findings was included. ' :

Vogt and Lasher (1973), at a college of business administratiomn, also
investigated the effects of rating feedback on instructional effectiveness
over time. They analyzed ratings from 26,458 questionnaires for 63 teachers
over six to eight quarters. All instructors received feedback. Their
design is quasi-experimental and, hence, not as strong as Centra's. Regres-
sion analysis indicates that feedback did not contribute to improved teach-
ing performance over time.

Since only two studies have investigated the effects of rating feedback
over time and since their findings are contradictory, we await further
research to settle this 1issue. ’

Ratings with Consultation

Personal consultation is sometimes provided along with rating feedback
tabulations and normative data. Usually, consultations include the inter-
pretation of ratings and suggestions for improving teaching skills.

Seven studies investigated the effects of this combination of ratings
and consultation on instructional effectiveness. All of these studies
appeared since the Kulik and McKeachie review mentioned above. For the
most part, they support the effectiveness of a rating/consultation combina-
tion in improving instructional performance; however, confidence ratings
vary from low to high for these studies.

Aleamoni (1978) used a nonequivalent control group design to assess
the combined effects of consultation and rating feedback over a period of
one éemester to a year later. Therefore, feedback was distributed and con-
sultations were conducted at least a semester before follow-up rating forms
were collected. Ratings of the feedback recipients improved significantly
on two of five dimensions. Rather than a repeated measures analysis of
variance, a more adequate strategy might have been a multivariate analysis
of covariance. Also, Aleamoni does not state whether his analysis adjusted for
unequal N's. Aside from these problems, the nonequivalent control groups raised

threats
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to internal validity such as selection-history and regression. With respect
‘to regression, ten subjects were initially dropped from the experimental
group because they did not qualify for remediation; the experimental group
then consisted of low scorers. Consequently, this group's final higher
scores.may be due to regression of their low scores toward the mean. Resent-
ful demoralization may have affected the control group which originally was
to have consultation, thus inhibiting changes which might otherwise have
occurred. ' :

McKeachie and Lin (1975b) studied 37 graduate assistants and three
faculty members teaching the introductory psychology course at the Univer-
sity of Michigan. Students completed a 32-item form about one-third through
the term and again near the end of the term. At a voluntary evening session
some students also provided data on academic measures, including an achieve-
ment test in psychology. Instructors were randomly assigned to three groups:
no feedback (13 sections), printed feedback (13 sections), and personal feed-
back (14 sections).

This report provides a well-detailed description of the personal feed-
back condition: v :

At the beginning of the feedback sessions teachers were
asked to fill out forms indicating their expectation of
the student ratings on each dimension, their own self-
perceptions, and where they would like to be. Typically,
Professor McKeachie then asked them how the class was
going and in response to their reactions, suggested how
the student ratings confirmed (or rarely did not confirm)
their perceptions. He then pointed out factors on which
the teacher differed significantly from the mean of all
classes. If there seemed to be any problems, he sug-
gested some possible alternmative methods of handling

the problem. All of the mean ratings, however, were
relatively favorable... so that the hope that he could
help teachers cope with very negative feedback was not
realized. (McKeachie and Lin, 1975b, p. 6).

The group receiving personal feedback was rated significantly higher
on two general items (overall value of course and general teaching effec-
tiveness) and on one of the seven dimensions (impact on students). No clear
pattern of significant effects on academic measures was found. Among other
problems, the study suffers from subject mortality, but, particularly because
of the random assignment of teachers, it does support the value of feedback
with consultation over feedback alone.

Hoyt and Howard (1978) report two studies conducted at Kansas State

University using a combination of computerized rating feedback and consulta-
tion. One study (Study 1 in Hoyt and Howard, 1978) compared the first and

. ~ last student ratings of the same instructor and course that had been taught
on two different occasions. Results were statistically significant for 13
of 15 measures, but Hoyt and Howard point out that they were not dramatic
in the absolute sense. Since no comparison groups were used in this study,
confidence in the results is limited. Hoyt and Howard replicated this




study (Study 2 of Hoyt & Howard, 1978), using a single group, and found
significant improvement on the objective, ''progress on relevant objectives."
The fact that significant improvement was not shown for individual objec-
tives on the rating scale was discounted on the basis that most faculty had
rated these as irrelevant to the course. A second analysis was conducted
to examine instructional improvement relative to contact (none, some, much)
with the office that provided consultation services. When posttest measures

. were adjustad for pretest differences, it was found that rated teaching
effectiveness increased as a function of amount of contact with faculty
development services. Buvt our confidence in the findings is low due to its
nonrandomization and single group design.

Studies of Erickson and Sheehan (1976) and Erickson and Erickson (1979)
investigated a combination of rating feedback and consultation offered by
a Teaching Improvement Clinic. In a well-designed and well-executed study,
Erickson and Sheehan (1976) compared three conditions: data collection
only, diagnostic (ratings feedback alone), and full process (ratings and
consultation). Instructor self-ratings and student ratings indicated that,
overall, the full process members changed no more er less than members in
the other conditions, although all three groups made positive changes.
Erickson and Erickson (1979) then designed a study with only two conditions:
data collection only and full process. Significant differences favored the
full process group for both student and instructor ratings. As the investi-
.gators were concerned that these findings merely reflected different group
expectations of change, a follow-up study was conducted to investigate this
possibility. Differences in performance between semester 1 and II were
significant for 11 of 20 faculty members. Erickson and Erickson claim that
these results show that qualitative changes do occur and are not the result
of different group expectations. Overall, the Erickson and Exrickson study
earns high confidence, since certain initial weaknesses were tested in a,
follow-up study.

Two studies have failed to support the ratings/consultation treatment.
One, Erickson and Sheehan (1976), was mentioned above. The second, Weerts
(1978) found no significant differences from midterm to end-of-ter “ar
two feedback groups (printed feedback and verbal feedback). A tw actor
ANOVA with repeated measures on one factor was used. The analysis aiso
indicated that there were no sighificant differences among these groups and
a no feedback control group at the term's end. Yet, Weerts points out that,
although no significant differences were found, results show an interesting
pattern; that is, 20 of 28 items in the verbal feedback group had higher
ratings than corresponding items in the no feedback group. The chances of
this occurring were less than five in 100. Similarly, on 23 of 28 items,

. the printed feedback group had higher ratings than the no feedback group.
The chance of this occurring was one in 1000. Thus, Weerts believes that
these results indicate that ratings and consultation might improve teaching
performance. It is important to note that the unit of analysis was classes
and that graduate teaching assistants taught these classes. This study is
assigned a low rating because of several analysis problems; a multivariate
analysis of covariance, for example, might have been more appropriate.

Reviewing these findings with regard to the quality of studies, we see
that of the studies that found significant results in favor of this technique,

LA




three vere assigned low confidence, one was given a fair rating, and one
received high ratings. Although the results are not clearcut, they do
indicate directions to pursue in further resedarch. For example, even though
Weerts did not support the effectiveness of this technique in a statistical-
ly significant way, positive trends were noted in favor of a rating/con-
sultant approach. : :

Instructor-Student Discrepancies

If there exists a negative or positive discrepancy between the instruc-
tor's and the students' evaluation of instruction, an imbalance is created
for the instructor. In order to restore the state of equilibrium, the
instructor may attempt to reduce this imbalance. Such a prediction may be
made from social psychological theories such as incongruity theory, dissonance
theory, and balance theory. Several studies investigating discrepancies
were located. -

As mentioned above, Rotem (1978) found that feedback did not affect
subsequent ratings compared with a no-feedback control and a posttest oaly
control. He also found that discrepancies (a) between instructors' actual
and desirable ratings or (b) between students' and instructors' ratings
were no more effective than midterm ratings alone in predicting end-of-term

ratings.

Braunstein, Klein, and Pachla (1973), mentioned ebove, assessed the ,
effects of discrepancies between midterm perceived performance (as rated by
instructors) and actual performance (as rated by students) on end-of-temm
evaluations. They concluded that when an instructor's expectancy was dis-
crepant from students' ratings for a trait, a subsequent shift in the dir-
ection of the instructor's expectancy for that trait is likely. The strength
of the relationship between discrepant expectation and change in ratings
was .77 (phi coefficient).

In Pambockian's 1974 study, it was postulated that moderately rated
instructors would improve more than those rated favorably or unfavorably.
Based on his results, Pambookian claimed that the initial level of student
evaluation strongly influenced the instructor and that moderately rated
instructors improved more than favorably or unfavorably rated instructors.
In a later study (1976), Pambookian hypothesized that the greater the dis-
crepancy between student ratings and instructor self-rating, the greater
the improvement after feedback for those instructors. It was found that
unfavorably discrepant teachers improved on skill, feedback, rapport,
general teaching ability, and overall value of course more than the favor-
ably discrepant. The minimally discrepant improved significantly on one
dimension, rapport, as compared to the favorably discrepant and showed
strong trends in the same direction on skill. The least gain was made by
the favorably discrepant. Pambookian's studies earn low confidence for
several reasons. The sample sizes were small (N=13) and no control group
was used. Statistical analysis appears to have been inappropriate. For
example, change score analysis was used with nonequivalent cantrol groups.
Furthermore, when an analysis of variance did not reveal significant dif-
ferences on certain skills, t-tests were used (inappropriately) to investi-
gate differences between groups. - .




Centra's 1973 study, mentioned above, also investigated the effect of
discrepant ratings. It is well designed with a multi-institution sample.
Centra hypothesized that student feedback would produce change in instructors
who had rated.themselves more favorably than their students had rated them
(unfavorably discrepant group as defined by pPambookian). The analysis ‘ § -
generally supported this conclusion: five of "17 items showed significantly
higher scores for the unfavorably discrepant group compared with the favor-
ably discrepant group. Thirteen of the 17 items showed trends in that
direction. - -

Twenty-eight instructors at the University of Michigan participated in

a study of the effects of feedback discrepancies on subsequent ratings
(McKeachie & Lin, 1975a). A 32-item questionnaire with seven dimensions was
completed by students about one-third through the term and two weeks before

- the end of the term. Instructors also completed the form once as they
expected to be ratzd by students and once as they '"would like to teach"
(ideal). All teachers received their ratings as feedback. For analysis
teachers were blocked into eight groups depending on the discrepancy between
student ratings and various combinations of expected and ideal self-ratings.
On two of the seven questionnaire dimensions (group interaction and feedback),
significantly improved ratings were found for those whose expected and ideal
ratings were higher than student ratings. The group which was rated more
highly by students than by themselves changed in a negative direction (on
feedback dimension only). This pattern of changes and other trends in the
data suggest to the authors that the discrepancies may raise (or lower)
faculty motivation and thus affect behavior. .

In summary, the findings of these studies suggest that instructors
who rate themselves more favorably than their students are more likely to
improve their teaching performance as a result of student rating feedback
than those who rate themselves less favorably than their students. .

As a final study dealing with discrepancies, we cite one in which
instructor self-rating was used as a dependent variable. (In the studies
cited above, student ratings constituted the dependent . variable.] Oles
and Lencoski (1973) investigated whether an instructor's own self-rating
of his course and teaching would be affected in any way by receiving the
results of students' evaluations. 1In this study, 24 graduate level instruc-
tors were assessed using a pretest-posttest control group design. All
subjects were asked to complete a self-rating form 2 weeks prior to the
end of the course. In addition, in 12 of the subjects' classes, students
were asked to fill out a course/instructor evaluation form. These forms
were analyzed and the results were returned to each instructor along with
another self-evaluation form that the faculty member was requested to return
as soon as he reviewed the student evaluation results. Instructors for the
other 12 classes served as a control group and received no feedback but did .
complete a second self-evaluation form. The study's findings indicate that
while the test-retest correlation coefficient for the coantrol group was .82,
the correlation for the experimental group was .54 suggesting according to
Oles and Lencoski that receiving student evaluations did haye some iafluence
on the instructors' self-rating. A chi square test on the total number of
changes regardless of direction of change was significant. Changes in self-
ratings were not all in the direction suggested by student. evaluations.

e
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Effects on Student Performance

The relationship between the use of student rating feedback and stu-
dent performance has also been investigated. The assumption underlying
studies that used student achievement as an outcome measure is the following:
if student rating feedback does improve instruction, that improvement. should
be evident in student performance. As we have seen, McKeachie and 'Lin (1975b)
did not find clear effects of feedback on student achievement. Three other
studies have investigated this notion. Both Miller (1971) and Marsh, Fleiner,
and Thomas (1976) found no overall significant differences between feedback
and no feedback groups on student achievement exam scores. Miller's study -
has been assigned a high confidence level, and we regard this aspect )
of Marsh, Fleiner, and Thomas' study with a fair level of confidence.

. Overall and Marsh (1977) conducted a similar study a year later and
found that students and faculty who received ratings feedback with consulta-
tion scored significantly ‘higher and noted greater interest in taking future
coursework in the subject area than students of instructors in a no-feedback
condition. Their analysis may be regarded with a fair level of confidence.
Based on their findings and the previous contradictory findings, Overall and
Marsh recommend additional research on this issue. It is our recommendation
as well. .

To conclude this chapter on student ratings, we are pleased to note the
relatively large number of studies although we are disappointed with their
variable quality. The clearest finding concerns discrepancies between the
{fstructor's self-rating and ratings.by students. This di'screpancy appears
to be an effective predictor of who will benefit from ratings feedback. Feed-
back has its greatest impact on those whose self-ratings are more positive
than the ratings made by their students.

The most pressing topic for further research, in our opinion, is the
relative effectiveness of written feedback alone compared with written feed-
back plus consultation. Either written feedback alone or written feedback
plus consultation has been shown by most studies to be superior to no feed-
back. Only three studies (Erickson & Sheehan, 1976; Weerts, 1978; McKeachie .
& Lin, 1975b) directly compared written fegdback alone with feedback plus
consultation, and only one of them (McKeachie & Lin, 1975b) found clear sup-
port for comsultation as more effective. Since consultation is an expensive
activity, it is important to iearn for which faculty it is most useful. Greater
attention should be given in this research to imstructor variables such as
motivation and self-other rating discrepancies.

-
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Concept-Based Training: Protocol Materials

Protocol materials are film or videotape recordings which illustrate
educationally relevant concepts. Developed for precollege teachers, they
also show promise for postsecondary education. Protocols are designed to .
link educational theory to the teaching procees. Generally, a single pro-
tocol mddule focuses on a set of related concepts. For that reason proto-
cols are considered to reflect a concept-based model of teacher education
in contrast to microteaching and minicourses which reflect a practice-based
model.

Protocol training is carried out in the following manner. Teachers
are provided with written materials and films which describe and illustrate
the concepts. They learn how to apply the concepts through a sequence of
visual illustrations, written exercises, and tests. To illustrate protocols,
we describe materials produced at Indiana University entitled, 'Concepts and
Patterns in Teacher-Pupil Interaction.' There are ten films in the series.
Concepts basic to the series are introduced in three films, '"Questioning:
Reproductive and Productive," "Probing and Informing," and "Approving and
Disapproving" (six concepts in all). Each film is seven or eight minutes
long and provides classroom examples of the concept. Six films show class-
room episodes to be analyzed according to the target concepts, thus providing
practice in interpreting classroom behavior. Each of these films is approx-
inately eleven minutes long. The tenth film, 35 minutes in length, is used
as a performance test. It includes 30 brief scenes to be categerized accord-
ing to the target concepts. Protocol materials are aimed at producing con-
cept acquisition in users, facilitating skill acquisition, and (by inference)
promoting desirable changes in the students of teachers who have been trained.

The protocol idea, materials protraying behavioral events relevant to instruc-
tional concepts, was first proposed by Smith (1969). In 1970, the Bureau of =~
Educational Personnel Development of the Office of Education funded a number
of projects at universities throughout the country. Partly because of the
funding arrangements, more work has gome into development of the materials
than into evaluation. In his survey of protocol module evaluations, Cooper
(1975) notes that compared to the number of protocols produced, relatively
few have been adequately evaluated. Cooper summarizes evidence from 73
sources on the effectiveness of protocols in improving teaching. He reviews
these studies with respect to four issues: teacher skill acquisition, teacher
concept acquisition, reactions to protocols, and pupil outcomes. Of this

_research, only one study was identified showing that protocol modules could
change on-the-job teacher behavior (Borg and Stone, 1974), and this study
is discussed below with Borg's other protocol studies. Cooper also identi-
fied a number of studies conducted at Utah State University, Michigan State
University, Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development,
and Indiana University. For the most part these studies found positive
results for concept acouisition by preservice and inservice teachers. Fur-
thermore, Cooper indicated that teachers generally had positive reactions
to protocol materials. However, Cooper notes an absence of research showing
impact on pupil behavior. - ‘

Since Cooper's 1975 survey, we have identified additional studies of
protocol's effects on teacher and pupil behavior carried out primarily by

o1
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two groups, by Borg and associates at Utah State University and by Gliessman,
Pugh, and associates at Indiana University. Nohe of these studies investi-
gated protocol miterials at the college level, but they are included here
because of the potential adaptability of the techmnique to postsecondary edu-

cation. SN . . .
//) ' o

Concept Acquisition ~ »

Several of the Indiana studies investigated users' reactions to pro-
tocols and alternative ways of structuring protocols. v : .

Gliessman and Pugh (1976) studied concept acquisition and teacher and
student reaction to the protocol on teacher-pupil interactionm. Generally,
use of the protocols resulted in significant gains in acquisition of comcepts
basic to the series, and teachers and students reacted favorably to the series.
The experimental design also allowed for checking effects of pretesting on
posttest results, and pretesting did affect posttest scores. This study
rates fair confidence, primarily because -the comparison group also received
the protocols intervention. ‘ ‘ )

Gliessman and Pugh (1978b) explored the instructional ratiomale of
protocol material. Morve specifically, they were interested in determining
what ' components of a protocol sequence were necessary for and effective in
producing concept acquisition. Teacher-pupil interaction protocols were
used in two studies to compare a number of instructional treatments. For
example, one group received names of concepts ‘only, while another group
received concept names and concept definitionms. A ‘third group received
concept names, definitions, and filmed exemplifications. A fourth group
received a combination of concept names and filmed exemplifications.
Gliessman and Pugh concluded that raceiving conzept definitions alone did
not yield effects equivalent to those achieved through the exemplifications

. - of defined concepts; exemplification contributed significantly to concept
acquisition. We view this study with fair confidence. Such problems as
selection-history biases in study one and the use of a probability level
of .08l preclude a high confidence rating.

Another study by Gliessman and Pugh (1978a) also investigated concept
acquisition of teachers trained with- the teacher-pupil interaction protocol.
Its distinctive purpose was to investigate the effect of protocol films of
contrasting structure on the acquisition of teacher behavior concepts and
reactions to the filmed treatment. Three separate studies were carried out
with preservice and inservice teachers enrolled in a graduate level educa-
tional psychology course. Significant gains in concept acquisition were
found for groups viewing high or low structure films but no significant
differences were found hetween these two film treatments. When high struc- .
ture, low structure, and a high/low structure combination were compared,
significant increases in concept acquisition were found for all three
groups. A comparison of means revealed significant differences between
the high- and low-structure groups favoring the low-structure group. A
third substudy investigated the contradictory results of the first two
substudies--the finding of both significant and nonsignificant differences
between groups trained by high-structure films or low-structure films. When
teacher discussion was controlled for, no significant differences were found

|
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between 3rodpo trained by low or'high structure. This study rates high
confidence. It is well designed and appropriate'statistical analyses were

ugeg.

These studies verify the effectiveness of protocol materials for con-
cept acquisition. The amount of structure in the films may vary without
reducing learning, but learning is enhanced when concepts being taught are-
exemplified as well as defined. '

Skill Acquisition

Other studies have assessed the impact of protocols or the classroom
skills of teachers. Gliessman, Pugh, and Bielat (1979a) investigated con-
cept acquisition for the protocol on teacher-pupil interaction. One group,

. the prétocol training group, received protocol training. A second group,

the alternate group, served as the control group and received student coun-
seling training. Mean concept acquisition scores and mean skill acquisition
scores were significantly greater for the group trained with the protocol
module. The correlation between concept and skill acquisition was .51

(df = 8, p = .08) and the investigators conclude that mean skill frequency
scores tend to increase with increasing levels of concept acquisition.

This correlation, however, is rather low and may in part be due to low
statistical power. A larger sample size might produce a higher correlation.
A number of design and interpretation weaknesses have led to our low confi-
depce rating. First, the study does not make clear whet!.er randomization
was carried out. Thus, it is possible that the two groups operated under
different historical circumstances and hence, that significant differences
are the result of selection-history biases. Second, differences between ‘
the groups for concept acquisition are statistically significant but their
practical significance is uncertain. ]

Another study by Gliessman, Pugh and Bielat (1979b) failed to support
the relationship between skill concept acquisition scores and skill frequen-
cies. In this study, a ome group pretest-posttest design was used to fur-
ther explore and replicate the findings of Gliessman, Pugh, Bielat (1979a).
Thirty inservice teachers were trained in teacher-pupil interaction skills
using the teacher-pupil interaction protocol. Probing behavior was the
focal criterion for both concept and skill acquisition. Thre=2 different
measures were used: 1) performance of trainees or a concept acquisition
test, 2) téaching behaviors as exhibited in a microteaching session, 3)
trainees' interpretive written responses regarding their audiotaped inter-

_active skills. The content of e trainees' written responses was analyzed /a)

for evidence of nominal outcomes ("name" condition in Gliessman and Pugh,
1978b) , conceptual outcomes ("definitions’ condition in Gliessman and Pugh,
1978b) , and observational influences ("exemplification" condition in Gliessman
and Pugh, 1978b) in their use of interactive skills, and (b) for evidence of the
ability to probe ?g;erpretively using the criteria of accuracy and applica-
tion. g v ‘

No significant relationship was found between skill concept acquisi-
tion scores and skill frequencies. However, trainees' written responses,
provided subjective evidence of both conceptual and nominal outcomes of
protocol training. No observational effects were found in trainees' written
2 _ .
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responses. Trainees' written responses also indicated that ability to
apply the concept of probing was positively and significantly related to
the frequency of probing. However, written responses indicated that. train-
ees' accuracy in dealing with probing concept characteristics was uncelated
to skill acquisition. The data did appear to confirm previous findings
that protocol training leads to concept acquisition.

Gliessman, Pugh, and Bielat (1979b) has been assigned a fair confidence
rating. Although we applaud its intended purpose of replication, the short
duration of training leads us to question the findings. This limitation
is also noted by the investigators. The authors further point out that
the mean skill frequency of probing was considerably smaller than in their
previous investigation, possibly a result of the snort training inter-

val.

Both concept acquisition and skill acquisition were investigated by
Kleucker (1974). She studied preservice teachers randomly assigned to
four conditions: protocol training alone, skill training alone (micro-
teaching) , both protocol apd skill training, and a placebo, that is train-
ing unrelated to the study. The two target behaviors were asking probing
questions .and offering accepting reactions. Protocol training and skill
training led to concept acquisition and skill acquisition respectively when
compared to control groups. But protocol trainees did mot perform better
on concept tasks than those trained with microteaching, and those trained
by microteaching did not perform better on skill tasks than cthose trained
with protocols. Training in both was at least equally effective and some-
times significantly more effective than training in either alone. This
study rates high confidence. Discussion of findings, limitations, and
implications is thorough. As limitations, it is noted that the small num-
ber of participants may have contributed to no significant differences in
some of the comparisons, that the“control group may have served as a treat-
ment, and that instruction time was not held constant across conditions.
Furthermore, Kleucker notes certain limitations ir the criterion tests used.

” Borg and Stone (1974) made a pretest-posttest comparison of behavior
changes brought about by the protocol modules on extension and encouragement.
These Utah State University protocols are part of a series of six related
to teacher language behaviors. It is important to note that all teachers
were informed of the target behaviors prior to the pretest in order to
eliminate one threat to validity. The threat was that positive gains would
result not from the treatment but from subjects' posttest knowledge of the
target behaviors. Results showed that teachers made significant gains on
five of sevﬁh specific behaviors covered in the protocol materials.

The second part of the study compared protocol modules and minicourses
in effecting teacher behavior change. A nonequivalent control group design
used field test data previously collected with Minicourse I, which trains
behaviors similar to the extemsion protocol study, and with Minicourse II,
which trains behaviors similar to the encouragement protocol. Although the
sample used in the Minicourse I study was similar to the protocol study, the
sample from Minicourse II was not. Both groups showed similar gains for
most of the behaviors that were compared. Borg and Stone conclude that
from a cost-benefit perspective, the protocol model might be more desirable
than the minicourse model for increasing the use of simple, clearly defined
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teaching behaviors. ﬁhis study rates low: confidence because of the non-
equivalent control grdup design and the use of change scores in analysis.
The differences in sampling for the minicourse and protocol groups and the
possibility of differential history effects also confound the interpreta-
tion of results. « :

Changes in Studénts

Pupil behavior as well as teacher behavior was assessed in two proto-

0 col studies. Borg, Langer, and Wilson (1975) compared teachers trained by
the classroom management skills with a no-treatment control group of inser-
vice elementary school teachers. Changes in teacher and pupil behavior
were assessed. Teachers using protocols were rated more favorably on all
13 target teaching behaviors but differences were generally small and non-
significant. For pupils taught by teachers in the experimental group, work
involvement increased significantly and deviant behavior.decreased signifi-
cantly in recitation situations. In seatwork situations, although pupil
work involvement significantly increased, deviant behavior showed no sig-
nificant changes. Two reasons were given for the low teacher behavior
frequencies: (a) the possibility that the observation time period was too
short, and (b) the possibility that the observers became fatigued 'over the
two-hour observation period. The results have a low confidence rating
because of design deficiencies. - Low statistical power (N=29) may account
for the nonsignificant changes in teaching behavior and in pupil deviant
behavior during seatwork. Second, data were analyzed using analysis of
covariance on nonequivalent control groups. It is possible that a combina-
tion of measurement error in the pretest and differential growth patterns
between the experimental and control groups may have led both to overadjust-
ment and underadjustment of the data, washing out significant differences
between the groups. :

A study by Borg in 1977 investigated the impact of two protocols,
teacher-pupil -interaction and pupil self-concept, on changes in teacher and
pupil behavior. Subjects were randomly assigned to ome of the two protocols,
esach condition serving as a control for the other. With respect to changes
in teaching performance, about one-half (seven of thirteen) of the classroom
management behaviors increased and 11 of 12 self-concept teacher behaviors
increased (except for four negative behaviors that had not been present prior
to the treatment). For pupils of teachers using management protocols, no
significant change was noted for work involvement, but significant decreases
in deviant behavior were found. Students of teachers using self-concept
modules significantly reduced off-task behavior but did not reduce other
target behaviors. There was no significant improvement in pupil self-concept
for either experimental or control groups. ’ .

[+

The mixed results of this study are viewed by Borg as partially success-
ful. He suggests that teacher behaviors improved more with the self-concept \
module because less time was necessary for training these teacher behaviors

" than for training classroom management skills. Furthermore, Borg suggests
two reasons that the improvement in pupil self-concept was small: (a) the
possibility that in fact there is no relationship between the behaviors
taught in the self-concept protocol and an improved student self-concept,

=
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and (b) the possibility that overall differences were not revealed because
most of the Anglo students in the classrooms had initially good self-concepts
and hence, served to wash out the gains of the small group of minority stu-
dents. Borg's study rates high confidence. Although small sample size
possibly contributed to low statistical.power, the use of ANCOVA and the
thorough discussion of plausible explanations merits some confidence. A
no-treatment countrol group would have permitted assessment of cross-protocol
effects, i.e., whether the self-concept protocol contributes to improvement
in classroom management and vice versa.

Borg conducted a 1975 study using the four Utah State University pro-
tocols on teacher language. He compared teaching performance between a
group trained in four protocols and a no-treatment control group of inser-
vice teachers. He also investigated the relationship between teacher
behaviors covered in these four protocols and pupil achievement as well as
the relationship of teacher characteristics and pupil achievement.  Signi-

" ficant gains were made by the experimental group on all twelve measured
teaching behaviors while the control group made significant gains on four
of the twelve behaviors. When both groups' posttest measures were adjusted
for pretest differences, it was found that the experimental group had sig-
nificantly higher scores on four of the teiaching behaviors. Borg notes
that significant change for the control group for some of the teaching
behaviors is in conflict with the premise that teachers' behavior remains
stable over time without intervention. He suggests three possible explana-
tions for his results: (a) changes in observer standards between pretest
and posttest, (b) the content area taught for the posttest being more. appro-

; priate for language development, and (c) contamination (compensatory rivalry,
Y diffusion or imitation of the treatment). Borg concludes that contamination
was the most likely cause of the control group's gains on the four teaching -
behaviors. 1In addition, partial correlations were computed between pupil
achievement on two achievement measures,and the 12 teaching behaviors. When
\ pupil academic ability, parents' occupation, and teacher, coverage of the
unit's content were partialed out, it was found that the teacher's use of
defining, voice modulation, paraphrasing, and cueing were significantly
\ related. to student achievement on two measures and the teacher's use of
opening review and terminal structure were significantly related to one
| achievement measure. However, none of the partial correlations between
. ten high inference teacher characteristics and student achievement were
E significant. .

Several problems with the study reduce our confidence in its results.
As in the Borg, Langer, and Wilson study (1975), an analysis of covariance
was used to analyze data collected from nonequivalent control groups, and
so significant results for four of the teaching behaviors may be the result
of underadjustment caused by pretest measurement error rather than by the
protocols themselves. Or the nonsignificant differences may be a wash-out
effect. Also, the possibility that compensatory rivalry, or diffusion or
imitation of treatments took place on the part of the control- group compli-
cates the interpretation of the findings even further.

Our review of research with protocols leads to several conclusions.

Teachers and pupils appear to react favorably to the use of protocols.
Generally, teachers show significant concept acquisition from protocol .

ERIC \ Sk
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trainiag. For skill acquisition, -results of protocols are not as clear,
although in some studies skill gains have been documented for at least

some target behaviors. Findings are also mixed when protocols' impact on
pupil behavior and achievement is investigated. Each study finds some posi-
tive effects for protocols. Further research should reveal for which teacher
and student behaviors effects are most reliable. '

To our knowledge, no research has been conducted on the impact of
protocols on college teachers and students. Since the training of teachers
using protocol modules appears to lead to increased concept acquisition,
colleges interested in this goal might explore the protocol format. Since
protocol training requires neither 7ideotaping nor classroom practice, it
is less threatening and less disruptive of regular teaching than are prac-
tice based programs. Of course, protocol development is expenslve, begin-
ning with the identification of concepts critical to instruction. Some of
that fundamental work should be repeated for higher educationm, since it .
is by no means clear that existing protocols and the concepts they exemplify
are the critical ones for the college classroom.
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Conclusions and Implications

We have reviewed scores of empirical studies of attempts to improve col-
lege teaching. These studies evaluate interventions aimed at assisting fac-
ulty to change their teaching activities or roles in order to enhance the
educational experience for themselves and their students. Impact of the
interventions has been assessed through measures of the professors' attitudes,
through observations of their classroom behavior, through reports of their
students about the class, and through measures of their students' learning.

Our review was undertaken to determine what guidance this literature
can provide to those who conduct research and to those who design and imple-
ment instructional improvement programs in postsecondary education. In this
final chapter we discuss several issues regarding research and practice.
These issues constitute an agenda for our own subsequent research and writing
and are discussed here only briefly. ‘

The literature on teaching improvement in higher education is larger
than we had expected when we began this review. It is also of lower quality
than we had hoped. Table 1 summarizes studies charted in Appendix A accord-
ing to the intervention addressed and our confidence rating. Recall that
our confidence rating serves only as an approximation. Our criteria are not
rigidly fixed and reliability of classification may not be perfect. Never-
theless, there are sufficient entries in most cells of that table to convey
an adequate impression of the pattern of relative attention given to topics
and of the quality of research from topic to topic. We also note in Table
1 (in parentheses) the number of entries which support the intervention in
question. This display suggests several observations.

1. Most studies support the intervention in question. Overall, 82
percent of the entries in Table 1 support the intervention being investigatad.
(Please note, that studies with multiple variables are entered in more than
one category of the table.)

2. Each specific intervention category receives support from at least
50 percent of the entries. For 11 of the 13 categories, support is provided
by 70 percent or more of the entries. '

3. The higher the methodological quality of the entry the less likely
it is to support the intervention being investigated. Interventions are
supported by 93 percent of entries rated low, by 86 percent of entries rated
fair, and by 60 percent of entries rated high. This does not mean that only
high quality studies should be taken seriously. It may be that in fine tuning
methodology, investigations have become insensitive to the phenomenon being

. studied. It is also possible that, since lower quality studies are flawed in
different ways, combining their results exploits overlapping strengths, while
not doing so would overemphasize their separate weaknesses.

4. We have been particularly impressed with the research on interven-

" tions developed for precollege teachers. The precollege research on micro-
teaching, minicourses, and protocols has in large part involved research
programs rather than single studies and has shown awareness of desirable
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Table 1

CONFIDEMCE IN RESULTS

S

Low Fair High ‘Total

Grants | | - 1(1)* . 1(1)
Attitude workshops 1(1) - - 1(L)
Skill workshops 5(5) 9(8) - 14(13)
Microteaching 4 2(2) 3(1) 9(7)
Minicourses - 2 © | 22 4(4)
Ratings alone 4(4) 4(4) 4(1) 12(9)
Ratings over time - 1(0) 1) 2(1)
Ratings and consultation 4(3) 1(1) 2(1) 7(5)
Ratings discrepancy . 4(4) 1(1) 12(1) 7(6)
Ratings on students - 3(2) 1(0) 4(2)
Protocols concepts 1(1) 3(3) 2(2) 6(6)
Protocols skills 4(3) 1(0) 2(2) 7(5)
Protocols on students 2(2) - 1(1) 3(3)
TOTAL 29(27) 28 (24) 20(12) 77(63)

*Numbers in parentheses represent studies which support the interventionm.
The total number of entries in this table (77) is greater than the number
of studies in Appendix A (60) because several studies apply to.more than
one intervention category.
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design characteristics even when circumstanczs did not permit incorporation
of all the desired features. It is worth speculating on reasons for the
apparent lower quality and greater fragmentation of research in postsecon-
dary settings. Are higher education researchers less competent, standards
less stringent, problems more difficult, funding less available, or is some
combination of these at work? : ‘

A well-defined field of inquiry should draw upon coherent theory, sub-
scribe to high standards of research, and build upon previous research in
a systematic way. By these criteria, research on the improvement of college
teaching does not yet constitute a well-defined field. For most studies,
the basis in theory is strained and for some it is non-existent. Work on
major conceptual issues remains to be done; before we can validate materials
or programs for instructional impact, we must clarify the nature of "instruc-
tion" and the meaning of "improvement." These concepts are seldom explicitly
defined in this literature and, as we struggled with implicit definitionms,
they often struck us as inappropriately narrow. Further, a host of design
problems plague this research. Finally, the field is fragmented because most
research. is only a single study effort.

Implications for Research +

We shall limit our discussion here to only five implications for research.
They are general in nature but progress on them is basic to the further dev-
elopment of the field.

1. 1Individual difference variables deserve greater attention. Most of
this research treats participating faculty as an undifferentiated mass, dis-
tinguished only by the treatment to which they are assigned. More attention
should be given to individual differences (either as independent variables
or as blocking variables). The value of attention to individual differences
is demonstrated by the studies of discrepancies between faculty self-ratings
and student ratings. Systematic study of demographic information, motivation,
and other self-described characteristics may assist in identifying those
persons who are most ready to engage in change projects and for whom parti-
cular interventions are most suitable. Likewise, when the impact on students
of a teaching-improvement intervention is studied, individual differences
among students should be noted; otherwise significant interactions will not

. be document=d.

2. Dependent variables require comparable definition and operationali-
zation across studies. We hoped to aggregate the findings from studies of
several of the interventions under review. For example, research on the
impact of student feedback might be combined across studies according to the
dimensions of the questionnaires used in each study. One hypothesis is that
ratings feedback would have greater (and faster) impact on a "rapport" fac-
tor than on a "course organization" factor. Since so few studies use the
same questionnaire or analyze questionnaires in a similar way, our attempt
at such aggregation proved futile. Seldom are common schedules for class-
room observation used and in few fields are there standard measures of
student achievement. Although studies should not require uni formity in
design, they cannot build upon one another until some comparability emerges.

ou
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3., Much wisdom remains undocumented and unshared. A number of figures.
in ‘the faculty development movement have accumulated impressive experience
in a variety of settings and projects during the last few years, but little
of that experience is systematized and available to others. For instance,
many people have learned a great deal from the PIRIT project, and it has
informed the design of a subsequent national project; yet little generalizable
knowledge emerged from the research on PIRIT, The field needs better communi-
cation channels to capture and share such wisdom. Although it may not itself
be research-based, that wisdom is empirical in that it derives from experience,
and it should play a critical role in the planning of subsequent research.

4., Cross campus collaboration is absent. Appendix A studies are
isolated efforts of investigators on individual campuses. Inter-campus
research networks are potentially powerful tools for dealing with several
of the problems we have noted. Wisdom from previous efforts would be part

.of the planning of such studies. Experts in research methodology could be

part of the research team. Practical problems of research design such as
random assigmment and small numbers of participants would be alleviated.

The time required for planning, data analysis, and writing could be shared.
Similar collaboration is not unknown in other fields. For instance, coopera-
tive clinical trials have long been used in medical research, but that method

- would be new to higher education.

5. Most data reflect only superficial levels of experience. The studies
rely primarily on self-report and questionnaire data. Seldom does the research
go to levels of experience below the surface and reveal cognitive, emotional,
political, and developmental experiences. What goes on in the mind of the
professor while teaching or while watching a tape of his or her class? What
feelings are experienced while reviewing a computer report of student ratings?
How do perceived rewards for teaching relative to rewards for research produc-
tivity influence professors' responses to opportunities for improving their
tzaching? How do developmental tasks at particular stages of adult life inter-
act with perceived teaching problems and challenges?

o

The dominant research strategies in this body of literature come out of
the quantitative methodological tradition and are insufficient for inves.i-
gating questions such as those just listed. To advance the field we need
careful classroom cthnographies, disciplined case studies, sensitive clinical
interviews, as well as rigorous experimentation. The literature of higher
education does contain exemplary efforts using several such methods. Andrews'
(1978) case study is illuminating. Gottle's (1977) essays are provocative.
Axelrod's (1973) portraits of teachers provide unusual depth. Becker, Geer,
and Hughes' (1968) participant-observations richly develop the context of
student life. And Mann, Arnold, Binder, Cytrynbaum, Newman, Ringwald, Ring-
wald, and Rosenwein (1970). document the classroom using multiple sources of
data. Admirable as these efforts are, none is directed toward interventions
for improving teaching practice. The necessary tools have been developed
and their use has been mastered, but the quantitative and qualitative approaches.
are not yet intertwined and applied to the study of improving college teaching.
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Implications for Practice

What does this research offer those who design teaching improvement
programs? What activities available to them should be supported for maximum
impact and cost effectiveness? '

"Given the mixed quality of research design, no conclusions can be drawn
without reservation, yet szveral generalizations do seem justified.

1. Workshops and seminars are useful instruments for motivating and
consciousness raising under certain conditions. Nevertheless, most work-
shops and seminars, even those with specific training goals, are unlikely
to bring about lasting changes in classroom behavior or student impact unless
there is provision for faculty to continue practicing the skills in question
and to receive critical feedback on their efforts. ‘

2. Concept-based practice appears to be a promising tool, if education-
ally critical concepts are selected. Discrimination training which is central
to concept-based practice is less costly, disruptive, and intimidating than
is training-with-practice which is required in experience-based training.

3. End-of-course feedback from students has become institucionalized
on many campuses. Little is known about how faculty "process' their feed-
back, but active processing can be facilitated if the ratings are accompanied
by other help, particularly by personal consultation. Those faculty most
likely to change are persons whose ratings by students are less positive than
their ratings of themselves, and they are probably the faculty in whom the
time of consultants should be invested. ' ‘

4. Grants to support faculty-designed projects require considerable
staff time if their impact is to be optimized. Staff involvement in refining
proposals and carrying them out is likely to enhance the quality of the work.
Staff assistance in evaluating the project provides a data base for making
further awards. Otherwise, evaluation is unlikely to be done by the grant
recipient alone.

As a general note in conclusion, we observe that the study of these
interventions, at least as it is conveyed in research reports, typically
fails to engage faculty ag collaborators in inquiry. Instead, we make our
colleagues the '"objects" of our training programs and the '"'subjects" for
our research studies. That situation is lamentable since the questions
about teaching and learning which engage this field are as intellectually
challenging as any a scholar might find in his or her own field of speciali-
zation. For the classroom teacher, such questions also have the attraction
of day-to-day relevance. It is our hore that in the next generation research
will include fewer studies where faculty are assigned to treatments and more .
studies which are collaborative attempts to grapple with the phenomenology
of teaching and learning. From such inquiry will come fuller understanding

- of the operations by which effective instruction is carried out and of the
impacts it hcs on learning.
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Appendix A: Summary of Studies Critically Reviewed

This Appendix contains schematic outlines of the studies analyzed in the text. Criteria for including
studies are described in Chapter I. Detailed discussion of several categories of these charts are also given
in that chapter. Symbols frequently appearing in the charts are defined below:

E - experimental group X - intervention or treatment |
C - control group ‘ (X) - alternate intervention
R - randomization . -~--' groups. not randomly formed

]
pre and post data from different persons

0 - observation

?7 - the information in question was not reported or was
ambiguous in the source available to us.
Threats to validity, general categories:
SC - statistical conclusion validity C - construct validity
I - internal validity E - external validity

Lower case letters denoting particular threats within the categories are defined in Appendix B.
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filcs; no tssching sxperisncs sf-
fecc on expert retings.

3) TA's ratings of treining semi=
pnars wers fsvorsble.

1) Stignificant Jdiffercices in fo-
vor of £ on & of 9 verbel bche-
vior cheracteristices {1/ racio,
Stcady-Stats cclls, Ares A cells,
& Tencher Responss to Student
cells).

2) Significant differences in fe-
vor of the mathumatice sducstion
TA'eon 6 of 9 verbsl behasvior
cherscteriscics (1/D ratto, S/T
ratto, Steady-State cells, Con-
tent Cro.s ceils, Tueacher Ree
sponsc to Student cells, & Stu-
dent Telk Followed by Teacher
Talk cells).

3) Significent diffcrences in fe-
vor of mathcmatice sducetion
TA's on student schisvement.

1) E group made significent in-
creascs on 6 of 12 sceles (Inner
Divectedness, Sclf-Actualizing
Values, Existentialicy, Feeling

Reactivity, Acccptence of Agurcs-

slon, Cupacity for lntimate Con-
tuce) while no significent
changes fur C group.
2) Protosts did not indicato eig-
nificant differences bctwesn the
groups,

Thrests to Velidity
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K o

Vsaknssass

Small N

1) Unic of anal:
yasis=students?

1) Nonequiva-
lent control
group design

2) Small R

Strengthe

1) Kultiple
wcesures

2) Randoaize-
tion

1) Uas of
salf-
sctualize-~
tion as da-
sehdont
“wvuriable
2) Thooreti-
cal froce-
work for
fazoley
developueat

. sbstraes)

Conficencs
Razing

Falr
{centative
rating
basvo on

Fair
(téncative
reting
bascd on
shbstract)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Lurpose

To sssess the dif-
tercntisl cffects
of inetruction im
effective ques-
tioning, & student
rating fecdback on
tcaching perfor-
sance uvf tesching
sssistents

Tu sssess the of-
feers of A TA
training proLrad
on teaching
performance

The Uichita Stats
Studv: to detore
uine the sffec-
tiveness of fec-
ulty developaent

.prograns built on

wodel of 'teachers
helping teachcre’

Components of Deaign

Code

t S
X2

»n m»
(-2 - -]

£
Ep
¢

(-2 - -]

xl-ltudent rating
feedback

Xpestudcnt rating
feedback & fnstruc-
tioo 1o effcctive
qusstioning
techniques (FLA)

01 X0

X=training progras
on s wids rangs of
topics (writing be-
havioral ebjec-
tivss, art of Quess-
tioning, personal
interaction,
sensitivity)

E: ROXO
cC: RO O
Xefaculty develop-

went activities con-
ducted in group ses-

sions or dysds

U

Statad Resulte

participants Duration Inatrumentation .

12 graduats ' 1) Plendccs Sy- 1) No atgnificant diffcrences
teaching stem of Inter- among By, E2 & C in teaching per-
assistants sction Analy- formance ss measured through in-

raudomly se-
lected from
the College
of Businuss
Adninfutre-
tion st Ari-
zona State
Univarsity

sis (F1A)

2) Purduy In-
structor Per-
formance lndi-
cator (PlPI)

3) Minncsota
Teacher Atci-
tuda lanven-
tory (MIAL)

dices derived fromTA’s classroom
behavior matrix (FIA).

2) No siguificant rulationship
found betueen TA's teaching per-
formance ss mcosured by FIA, &
riltL.

3) Significant relacfonahip be--
tween TA's MIAL attitude scores &
2 of 5 teaching performance FIA
indiccs (Dircct/Indirect in<
flucnce & Tracher/Student telk
rative). Two other retios sug-
gested s strong sssociation with
MTal. '

Tecoching as- 1§ -1
sistants in

both gcology

& chenistry

1) TA treining caused significent
changes in teaching behavior ine
cluding lsss tcacher control,
moge indfvidusl interaction &

dspartments moro high-leval qusstioning.

st Plorida 2) Use of desirsd tesching beha-
State viora rosultsd in positivo stu=
University dent ettitudes toward class, TA

Y ) se inotructor, scicice in gsaersl
" & increcascd esli-lsaraing.

—
32 rendonly 8-10 13 item student ANCOVA-adjusted measurcs signifi-
sclected ia=  weoks reting form cently higher for E on § of 14
structors ) meauyrcs (total, overell cating as
from 82 s tcacher, disclssed opinions &
volunteers .

1deas other than own, encouraged
class discussion, was swars if
students understood subject
matter):

Given lack of control over othor
factors that sight influcncs per-
formance (e.g.,short intervantion
period, small N), results offer
strong support for this faculty
devalopuent procedurs.

ticests to Validity

sc I ¢ F
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[

T & 1 a
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WORKSHOPS /SEMINARS
Wsakncasse Strensths Conf idelxe
Rdrg
Small ¥ 1) Rundosize- Low
tion (tcutative
2) Multiple rating
ccasures bas.d¢ on
abetract)
No contrel -.'.w
group
Voluntser 1) Motivatiom Pair
sasple was controlled .

81

2) Randosiza-
tion
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WORKSHOPS /SEMINA RS
Asthor/Date Rurpose Cowponents of NDesign Statcd Results Threats to Velidicy Weuknessss Strengths  Cunfilends
‘ Cods Furtioipante Duraticn Instrumentation ' s¢ I ¢ k¥ Rating
xiniton & 7O ssscss the ef- 0X O 29 {nstruct- spproxi- FPaculty Enrlch- 1) Significent gatns for 14 of 26 f 8 ¢ o No control for Multivariste . Lov
Licefteld fects of 8 sce : ors of the wataly 2 wment & Asscoeu- ftems, The wost significant b b course contont analysts for
(1929) quencs of fsculty XeTesching Improve- Uaniversity semes~ ment of Teach- galns wero assoclated with ftems ™ 'y c i global
development work-  ment Project System of North ters ing evaluation with factual comuent. variables
shops on teaching  (TIPS) Dakots Col- systcm (FEAT) 2) Mcltlvartate analtysis found
perfoimance | loge of - (developed at significant differencés among
. Nursing tho University galn scores on 4 glcbal vari-
' of Keutucky) ables. Univarlate tests found
signlficant gains for organize-
tion, pressantstion, & svslustion.
Kof{fasn To ssscss th: sf- E1: 0X, O 13 gradusta 8 veaks 1) Vidcotupes 1) Awong trends noted in dsts: s 8 (¥ Suall N (noted 1) Use of oul- Fair
(197%) fecza of tnstruce k2t 0%, 0" studcat analyzed by ¥, & E2 lastructors fncressed k » by investigator) tiple
tional analysis & N S teaching ss-~ Flanders lo- their using student fdess, € measures
fcedback froa an c: 0 sistants teruction | focus ing, sumsarizing, iatro- ' 2) Discussion
tnstructional spe- teach- Aualyeis (Ami- ducing or orienting state- ct
cialtst on the Xy=review of dace, & Ing a re- don & Flen- ments & lecturing, Percen- limitations
clissroim behavior remcdial suggestions quired ders) . tege of tescher talk {n class
" & stuleat achicve- & activitics with freshman 2) 3l ftem fncressed & stedent telk de-
- ment of uaniversity instructional spe- rhetoric student eval- cressed. C ln:ztructors
teaching - cialist over 8 week  coursc st uvation form ~  showed an increase in silencs .
assistaats pertoud University (SCAT) of Cli- in thair posttcst lcssons.
of Masse- nic to Improve . Thelr using student ideas in-
»2ereview of date chusctts Untversity cressed slightly & there vas o
N with tnstructional Teaching decreese in focusing, sumneriz- : R
specialist 3) Student tng, latroducing or oricating
schievement stutements & lecturing, °
test (parsllsl 2) Anong treads o student evel-
. forns) vations; Ej showed positive
change 1. clerity, evaluatfon
& fecedback & releting to studsnt
responsce & C fmproved in re-
lat ing to student responses,
& 3) No differences in schicve- . ‘ ‘
nent among 3} groups.
\ ' .
‘:::: Y :ZC::.::.at::n::;r C:oo - _(0'323) 761 ;:u:cttl 2 . 1) fuestion- 1) Student performance of E yroup e d s
; ¢ " "B ’ . enrollecd in  quarters nsircs dealin fncreaged signlficentl f
(3973) on the feachini of B 0 X 0 (a=348) principles with studeat ‘ Bruup.ﬁ- s y over € : b Fair,
:con:lel ﬁn‘ X*scalner on tcach~ of cconomice . characteris- 2) lastructor ratings of E group ¢
easching perfor- ing economics con- course tice were significantly higher then C
rance & student sisting of student (same 7 gre- 2) Test of Un- group,
pecforzance c:vnluatlgn taput, duate tn- derstandiag ta 3) lligh assocfsacion betwesn in- “3
o \ »\ldc ped observa-  structors Collcge Econo-  gatructor ratings & studant ‘per- ... ., - e e e ~ &
N qlonl‘,ﬁ fnstruc- involved mics (Part I, formance on TUCE, ‘ : »
o tionai seminars over 2 Forms A & B)
[EES 535 {aecy)
. 3) Postcouree N
use of Purdue
Rating Scals
} for College :
Instructors
Q

ERIC S - | - o
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Rurphy
(19372)

Rhyna
(1973)
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Rurpose

To assess the ef-
{vcts of u train-
ing prograa for
teaching assis-
tants oun verbal
tateraciion &
qucationing

To acsess the af-
focts of s traine
ing progras for
tesching assis-
tants on teaching

____performance &

student-teacher
interaction

- —— s W

Componenta of Design
Marcicipante Duration Instrumentation

Cods

ROX
RO

o~

00
00

X=seminars, sicro-
tesching, observa-
tion & conferances

0X0

* Xsten lehour sesiu

nars bssed on ra-
tionsle of Intsrec-
tion. ‘vsis for
Scienc aching

New teschiing 1 tara

aseistants
in freshman
chemistry

{number not
specificd in
sbstract)

12 tosching
assistants
in biology
at Georgla
Stata
Univarsity

1) Audjocapes
coded accord-
ing to: i
s) Flanders

Intceraction
Analysis Ca-~
tegory System

b) Question
Category Sy-

stem for
Scivnce

2) Placcement
tests in &
fields of
chumical
knowledge

1 1) Teacher &
student behe-
viocs cuded
usiny Interac-
tion Analysias
for Scienca
Tcachlng
(1AST)

2) Noaverbal
movenent of
TA's wos
recorded
3) Questions
askcd by TA'a
were analyzad
for uumber &
level

4) Rokcach Doge
mitism Scale
5) Role Con-
flict Test
6) Tuscher
Concern
Statcownts

-
\\

Stsced Reaulta

1) € group mote succoaaful in
drawing students Lnto discussion.
2) E group lectured less & usad
wore praiso & ¢ncoursgement.
3) £ group asked more qucstlions.
4) Training progrem showed no ef-
foct on typs of question asked
or on proportion of correct re-
sponsca slicitad.

1) Significant chungce in tha fol-

. loalug 1AST ratios: 1/D teaching

ratio, $/T talk ratio, revised
1/D teaching vatio.

2) significent change in teacher
behavior block, an intersction ra-
glou on tha 1AST matrix Dbut no
changes in 3 other blocks.

3) Significant change in nonvarbal
movement of TA,

4) TA's increascd amount of time
spent with students.

5) Stgnificant changes inA'a total
nuuber of questions & number of
convergent & divergeat quastions,
but no change in mansgcrial &
rhetorical qucetions ssked.

6) No significant chianges or cor-

. relutions for other scslaa &

necusurces.

Threats to Validity

s¢ I ¢ 5
1 1 .
»
e
a a 4 a
b b

3

.

-
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Waaknassaa Stcengths Coafidence
Ratisg
1) Mulcipla Falr
mossures (tentatt
2) Randoadiza- rsting
tion bescd oa
sbstract)
4 o~
Small M Yultipla Lev
wissures
)
[
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)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

0

Purpose

To asscss the dif-
ferential affects
of training
tesching aseles-
tents in Polya's
tearistic ques-
tionlng strate-

gies end/or Ylane

ders lateraction
Avnilyets on verbal
interiction, pro-
blea sclving se-
quence, achieve-
cent & ¢valuctiva
perception of TAs
oy studuute

To sesess the ef-
fectes of an in-
secvice program
for teaching fel-
lovs -on attitude
tovard teaching ae
8 catcer, job sat-
{sfaction, lnter-’
personal style of
teaching, & stu-
dent gatisfaction
with teaching
fellow

,
RV

Coeponents of Design

Cods

XQx0
0

1e .1
tc f

X={n-eervices pro-
grem involving
workehops and
consultstion

Participants

243 undcr~ 1
graduate
studcnts i
futroduc-
tory calcue
lus courss
for majore
other than
math or en~
gincering
(18 calcu-
lus eeoc-
tions
involved)

E=1% tcach-
ing fellows
in chemlstry
department
st Untver-
eity of
Michigan

2 terms

C=nuxbex, not
rcported

(498
studcnts)

Duration Instrumentation

1) Flanders In-
teraction
Analysis (FIA)

2) Polya's
hearictic
‘questioning
stratcpglep
(rnQes)

3) Donkcy-sule
problcm

&) Achicvement
test covaried
with course
grade:, CLED
scorcs, &
Nelson-Denny
vocabulary
scorss

Stated Results

Overall, FIA & PINPS training of

TA's significantly affected verbal

fatcraction of TA's with thetr

students, the problem solving se-

quences of the TA's & tholir stu-
dents, the achisvemcnt of TA'a
students, & tha sveluative per-

ception of TA'e by their students.

1) Studcnts ‘of 8 group mors saties
ficd than students of C group st
snd of fell term.

students of

Hinter totm
E group mofe eatie-

fied than fall term students of

E group.

2) Change in actituds towerd

tcaching seems telstad to rscon-

sidcration on pert of teaching

fellows of relutive advantagas &

disadvantages of tesching.

3) Chasge in
sc¢ems to be
ambivalonce

4y Change {n
sccns to ba
purceptions

job eatisfaction
related to lovel of
toward tecaching.
self dcecription
telated to certdin
of potcntial for en

interpersonal etyls.

Y

Threats to Validicy
s¢ I ¢ K

L B |

hl

11

e

@

_ WORKSHOPS /SEMINARS
Weaknsssss Strengths confilanze’
ARating
Multiple Fatc
measurss (tentariv
rating
Sased on

o
~1

abstract)

abstract)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

asthor/Date Tucpose Components of Design Steted Reaults Threats te Vslidity Wesunesssse Strengths conllderce
Cods Participonts Duration Inetrumantation . s I ¢ ¥ - Raiing .
A A i
Yeriuae, To sssuss the ef- 3‘ ° 140 second- 6 wesks 1) Stanford 1) Trainees showcd significant b » 1) No control Replitszion Les
Cone vt & fects ©i the dCen- 2 ™ ary educa- Teacher Comps  mean gain over 6 wusk scssion on c group study of 1963
ilien fced Swrmer Micro- & © tion toacher tence Apprate- 9 of firet 12 SICAG items. 2) Possible & 1964 clinice
(1267) teaching Clintc s = interns al Cuide 2) 70% of traineas indiceted su- testing
(19%5) on teaching 2 ©° ° (STCAG) pervisory teccbuck was ussful «ffacts *
perforvunce g > 2) Question- while 24% fndicated pupil feed-
> © naire to sval-  back was useful.
o x| uats student
6 © acceptunce of
E : afcrotesching
)
* -~
o
. >
' o
B
o .
x -
o
>
o
B
o
B
‘ o
B
o
>
o
>
° .
. B
o
"
5 o
: ' »
Jensen & 10 asscss the ef- EZ: R X 000 37 subjecte 3 sos- Tescher Perfor- L group received higher ratings 'y Migh
Young fects of aicro- C:R(X)0O0O sclacced sfone of mance Evalua- on 3 of 6 factors (personalicy »
(1972) teaching tralning from a micro- tion Scale traite, teacher warmth, gencral [
on sudscquent Xemicrotcaching teacher toaching claseroom atmosphcore, lcsson use- .
teaching perfor- trsining trsining &8 . fulncss, teachsr interest {n pu- -
sance program wceks in pils) than C pupils. Microtcach-
(X)=conventionel sssigned ing ts beucficial although supe-
i student teaching clese- riarity sometimes not svident
E practice rooa until third observation.
i
- ) - 1
4 (
! L3 “94
} ) !
i Y © {




<

Author/Ddats Pugpose Coaponents of Design
Code © Participante
: Johnson Te sssess the o¢f- 0 X O 14 cowmu-
{1977) fects of combined nity/ junior
training in Flaa-  xeceabinsd treiming college
ders Interaction ia Flendsrs luter- profsssors
Analysis & nfcro- ection Analysie
teaching labs oa (FIA) & in micro-
instructor inter- tsschimg
action behavior,
quetstioning &
reinforcencat
techaiquce
Kallendach  To asscss the of- E: RO X 00O 37 studsnte
& Gall fects of nicro- . (n=19) sclected by
(1969) teaching training C: RO (X) 00 O ~ educstion
on s.bsequent {n=18) decpartmant
teaching to begin
reridrrioce Xemicrotasching eleacntary
treining tcacher
tvaining
(X)=conventional program in
student tsaching sumscry 1966
practice (San Josse
Stats
College)
Srecer & To ass.ss the ef- E: R1O0X O 22 clemen-
Perlberg iccts of micro- C: R1T0 O Ltary fnssre
(1979) teacning training vice
iu indepandant Xetorkshop involving ctcachsers
lcarning teaching demonstrstion, die-
strateyies om cussion, pecr tesch- 448 pupils
teachlag & puptl ing & microtesching of §-12
parfornance . yeare of
age
~
:
\ gl
W
Q

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Duration

one
summet

spproxi-
mately 1
yesr

1 school
ysar

. Steted Results
Inatrumentation .

Analysis of vid- Trelucas improved significantly
sotapes using oan sll 8 verfables:
FIA & author's &) Sigaificent geins ware showm
dsscriptions of for pupil telk, teachar qucsties
qucetioning & retio, direct or indiract ia-
rsinforcement flucnce rveinforcement, probing
techniquas qucstions & highsr order
quastions.
b) Sigoificent reductiocs showm
for toachsr telk.

1) Stenford
Tcacher Compe-
tence Apprais-
al Guide
(STCAG)

2) Instruamcat
for the Obscr-
vstion of
Taaching Acti-
vities (10TA)

1) lio diffcrences

on post-teajaing
2) Ths two groups did diffsr on
pretest measures so ANCOVA wes
carried out but no significant
differences were found,

Latwesn £ & 0
ratinge.

o

Analysts of

vidcotrpes:

1) Teaching
styl: measursd
by behavior
counts using’
Verbsl laven-
tory Catcegory
Systcie (Amldon
& Huntar,
1967)

2) Fluency of
pupiles’ ques-
tions m:asured
by gounting
their number

3) Level of
pupils’ quces-
tions & pro-
blems enslyzed
using cats-
gorize aug-
gested in
Bloom's taxa-
Romy #1974)

1) € teachsrs talked lase, gove
lces {nformation, ssked brosder
questions & gavs more dirvsctions
than C teachsrs.

2) € pupils shiowed significent
behavior changes compsred to C
group for 3 of &4 vertiables, thet
of rusponds to tcacher, ini-
tistues talk to tcachsr & int
tiutce talk to enother pupil.

3) £ pupils showed significent
tucrcascs In nuabar of problame
& questions velced, but signifi-
cant Jiffctences in higher lavel
questions for E pupils only
found for 2 of 7 veriebles, di-
vecgency & enalyeis.

o1-v

. 3
MICROTEACHING
Threate te Velidity Vasknessss Strengthe Confiden:s
s I ¢ . 7 Rasing
a d & 1) v.luntccf Low
[ ] b sampla
s c 2) Small N
e 4 Loss of seme vid- chod Nigh
[ ] sotapes (pro~ discusdion
dleam notsd by‘ .
{nvestizator)
s s + 1) Good liter- Pair
| 1 [ ] : ature ceview
c 2) Theoretiasl
fracesotk
3) Iaclusion of
Quslitative
data

a1




ERIC

¢
' 1) +
. - . ’ -
, ' : MICROTEACHING
Author/dace Putpvas ) Componsnts of Dssign Stected Results Threats to Vulidicy VWasaknssssd Strengths Carfideace
. Code Purticipants Duation Instrumentation . s 1 ¢ &k Rating
Feclberg, 1) To asscas the 0Xxo 60 students epproxi- ratings ef vid- 1) Tralnscs showed significant s d No control Uss of Tecctaion Low
Ras-On, effects of micro- ia Teacher matoly 2 sotaped los- chonges on sll 4 combined scorss b » group Dlagnostic Sy- ~
Llevin, teaching trsining X-microtsaching Training sames- sons vn 13 (non-verbal, not lecturing, ra- ageq cocpuler-
Bir-Yaa, corbiced vith training combined program 8t ters catcgoriss lates to, analytical thinking), izad fuscback
Lewy & Tectuion Diagnos- with Technion Disg-  Techalou la- 2) Increascs in firat tlirce com-
Firog- tic Systea (TLS) avstic System coa- aritute en- bincd scorce rcached psak at end
t1924) cozputerized puterizad fecdback rolled in of training & posttcat showed &
. foedhuck on 'Principlas docrease from ths last training
teacnting of Teaching sassion.
perforrince ¥ccthods® 3) Mo ltuear rclationship found
) To fnvestigats course b.tween pre snd posttest scorcs.
. ltacar relatseas 4) Trecatment eficccive both for
s.2ips betveen the thosy with low catry bshavior &
stulent's perior- ) those wicth some tcaching expar-
conce 12 cifter- o ) fence. Low entry participants
crt lessons gsincd mors frowm trsstment.
3) To assess dif- ”
fervencial stfacts
of troastient on
erperizencal
- subgroups
Periberg. 1) To esscis the 0X0 16 faculey 2 sa- 1) Roksach’s 1) Tralnocce showed significant im- Py Py 1) No control Microtetching Lew
teri, Waln- effects of micro- mewbars, 30- quances dogmatism provcment on sll 7 tssching skills » » group appliad to
:y, tiachucng training X-microtssching 60 yasars old of 3 acals (1csaon orgenizacion, lecturs ¢ ¢ 2) Subject higher
5 Sa in stucent- training weeks 2) P-A styls, providing sxemples, flucney - morcalicy sducation
(1972 centured & ciase- sach (pormissive- in qucstions, probing qusstions, t
rooz tnteraction (each authoritarisn) higher-order quastions & divergent
styles cn teach- faculty scals questions)..
ing perfomance meuwbsr 3) Bipolar ad- 2).Diffsrcnces for qucstioning
2) To tovestigats went jective scals skillu wors grester than for lac-
tt.e rolattonship once &’ (basasd on Os- turinp ekitls.
between changes weck) good Semantic 3) Tvaluces showed Subutsntiul in-
effictid by Differential) crecas: fn usa of all questioning
clerctiachiing & @ 4) Flanders In- skilla, the increass in iigh oder
participect's R teruction & Stvergent questioning being the
opennusy Analysis vesd greatest.
to analyzs pre 4) Pcrserversacs in microtssching
& post cliuic found to ba beat predictor
videotspes of opvuness to changs & willing-
nous to sccapt innovation.
. )
o,
’
S n3
‘J ~ o J
Q .> .
P
[
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Author /Dats

Purry.
teventhal &
abraat
(1979)

Ua;ncf
(1973)

‘E[{v
o
}

Putpose

.

Yo sssess the of-
fects of the Modi-
tied Observational
Learning (MOL)
proceclure on
tesching porfor-
rurce of icstruce
totswho differ in
pretraining taach-
1oz shility

1) To as»ass ths
relative effects
of cugnitive dis-
crinin.tion
trairing, cicro-
teaching & 8 con-~
tro}l condition on
student -cunt ered
Ceaching
pericriancs

2) lo asee:s the
telalive effects
ef oo itive dis~
[ SRR AT 471+
tratning, micro-
teachin: & & cca~
trol condition on
teachess' ability
to d.scrininate
clusses vl tesch-
ing behavaor

Componsats of Design

Coda

E: ROXO
c: RO} O

XeModified Obasrve-
tional Learning
(:0L) tnvolving
vidcotaps feedback &
cognitive discrimi-
oation tzaining

£: R X 00
E3: R X300
) 00

Xg=cognitive dis-
crimination training

X2=microtsaching
training

(X)=conventional
student tesching
practics

Fartioiponts Duration

187 intro- ?
ductory psy-
cholugy stu-

dents st
University

of Manitobs

(4 instruc~

tors

involved)

78 undergrad- epproxi-
uvstes from watsly 2
5 sactions wesks

of introduc-

tory sducs-~

tional pey-

chology

courss

Instrumentation

quastionnaire

consisting of:
1) 2 single
ftem student
rating
messurcs

2) schievement
subscalos:

s) student,
coupotencs im
chemistry

b) content co-
vercd in lac~
turs materisl

1) Obscrver
ratings of
teacher re-
sponse¢s to stu-
dent coament

2) Discrimina-
tion tcst con-
sisting of
coding tcacher
responses to
studence’
comaents

Stated Results

1) For-hizh sffactive lactursrs,

MOL treining produced mors favor-
sbls studcnt retings on tssching
sbiticy, on lccturs velus, & pro-
duced greater student schisvamant
than no training.

2) For low wffcctive lecturera ,MOL

craining produced lass favotabls
kstings than no tralaing on lec-
ture value & no diffcrences on
tcaching sbilicy & studsat
schievement,

1) E; group was significantly more
student-centered (ssk for clerifi-
cation, Tostats, uso of studsnt's
1dsa) than Ep or € gtoups.

2) E7 group not significertly more
student ~centarsd than C group.

3) E) sroup battor sbls to discri-
minate tesching bshaviors than C.
E, did not differ from E) & C on
discriminstion test.

Thrests to Velidity

sc I ¢ @B
d 8 s
»
e~
d J 4 o
»
e

\

ween observed..
tions (noted b&
investigster)
2) Short
duration
3) Discrimina-
tion tast pre-
cluded sssesn~
ment of whethar
subjects had
learned to ot~
tend to rele-
vant dimension

, e
05

cI-v

MICROTEACHING
Wesknessss Strengths Confidence
Rating
L
1) Unit of snal= ‘1) Microtsach- Fatr
ysia=studants ing eppliad to S -
2) Scparste higher )
pretast~ education
posttast 2) Muitiple
sacplss BesbuTus
3) Novics
instructors
:
{
{
.
. 1) Tims lsg betr GCoed discussion

Agh '




Author/Date

Borsg
(1912)

Suttery &
Michalak
(1973)

Celline
(1978)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tutposs

‘To invcstigate the
persistence of be-
havior change of
teachérs conplet-
ing Miafcourss 1

To assess two mod-
{ficattons to the

ninfcourss format:

a) use of "Teach-
tng Clintic” pro-
cess feeddback
syste:a (no video~
tape equipaent
used)

b) naturalistic
scitiag

To assess the ef-
fects of sn enthu-
siasa ninicourss
on, subsequent
teaching perfor-
wance

Componsnts of Design

Cole

0xX00

X*Mianicourss 1: Ef-
fective Questioning

E:R1: 0 X3 0
C:R7: 0 (X) O

X1=Minicourse 1:
Effective Question-
ing coupled with
"“Tecaching Clinic"
feedback

(X)sconventionsl

student tesching
practice

E:R0X00
C:RO 00

Xeninicourss on
satliusissa

Purticipants Duration Instrumentation

24 of 48 approxie S8coring of vi-
clumentary mately 3 dcotspe trsn-
teachers yesrs scripts on use
wvho perti- of Minicourss 1
cipeted ia skills

inftial

experiment

40 undergrad- approxi- Coding of sudio

uate cle- mately 8 cassstts teps
nentasy waske rccordings for
school ma- 13 teaching be-
Jors at Unt- haviors rule-
versity of vant to Mini-
Ceorgla courss 1

20 prescr- 8 weeke }1) Rating form
vice cle- to asscss 8
mentary variablce in
teachers terns of level
(partict- of perfurmance
pants not 2) Tally sheet
aware of to rccord fre-
experiment) | quencice of 8

variables

stnted Resulte

11 of 13 tencher & student be-
huviurs showed nigatficant im-
provement
4 Montha later (N=38)

a) 3 of 11 mcasurcd ekille con-

tinucd tu fmprove

b) No signirficunt cegrossion on
any skill

39 Mouths lLater (N=24)

8) 8 of 10 mcasurcd behaviurs
still eignificantly scpertor
compared to precourao mcans

b) Tecacher talk regressed sigai-
ficantly but still below initial
frequency

¢) l-wocd pupil rceponss frequen-
cy wue wp significantly & highar
than pre-course mecan

11 of 13 't' rutiocs eignificant at
.05 lavel for E group (5 edgnifi-
cent at .01 level) while 2 of 13
't' rotios significant et 08
level for C group.

1) 2 group sliowcd a signfficant
increase in tcachur enthusisem
betwoen protcest & posttest 1, &
pouttest 1 & II.

2) No dtfferences in the € group
in teacher enthueiasm among 3
testing periods.

MINICOURSES
Threata to Validity Wesknessss Strengthe Confideuce
s I ¢ : Rating
b ¢ a 1) Volunteer Ciscussion of | £3%4
. b sample limitstions
f
e ¢ d a Fair
4 . »
h [ ,
a 1) Observers Righ
b blind to ex-
[ perizent
. 4) Racdomlza-
tion
3) Pepoatad
ceasures
ALOVA

a7

o
€1-v




Asthor/Date Purpese
Perrott, 1) To sssess the
Axplebes, effects of Mini-~
Hecp, & course 1 on
wasson tcaching perfor-
(1975) carce io Graat
3ritafn
2) To {nvecstigats
the internetional
transcer of Mini-
course 1 to Great
Aritafo
lqr
\7 = ‘5
O

LRIC

Components of Design

Cods Participants Duration
R Xl [+] Zz 00 28 {nservice 1
C: R 0 Junior & se-
¢ondary

X;=ioforming of ex~ school
get behsviors et teachers
preccst

X,*Minfcourss 1:
Etfective Question-

tcg

Instyunentation

1) Scoring of
vidcotapes on
14 aspects of
teaching bs-
hesvior relsted
to Minicourss
1

2) Question-
naire on
teacher's
perceptions of
corrss effecta

Stasted Results

1) No asignificeut diffsrence wes
found betwesn E & C on effacts of
knowledgs of target skills on
pre-course performunce.

2) Mulrivariate cfiect for time
wvas highly si;nificant while mul-
tivariate cffoct for centrs X
time futcractions vas not signi-
ficant. :

3) For planucd contrasts, § of 14
moasurcs ghowed significent dff-
feronces between pre-courss &
both post-course scasions.

4) ¥indings suggest cthat familiar~
ity with videotaping at posttast
may be & causs of differences
betwean pre- & post-courss per-
tormance,

% I

. Thrests to Veildiry

¢

%1-v

MINICOURSES

Confidence
Rating

Strcn;iﬁl

1) vell- Righ
planncd oul-
tivariace
sralyses

2) Pepiication
of Torg (1970)

3) i'resents
evidence for
aixed fiodings
of stabflicy
of teaching pare
forzance gver
tice

4) Randezizatioe

0arc
)\)‘

.




Aithor/Date Purpoae

Alessont To assess the com-
(1578) bined effects of

' student rating
feedback and con-
sultation on fac-
ulty perforacnce
from one semester
to the next secese
ter in which tha
course is taught

sledace
(197%)

1) To asscss tha
effects of aid-
terw student rat-
feedback cn end-
of-tcra faculty
perforaance

2) To corpare la-
structcer sclf-
tatiags with
class ratings at
cid-tera and

erd-of-tira

1) To asscss tha
ef{czts vi nid-
tors. siulent rate
fng re.itack on
end-o:i-tera fac-
ulty perforoance

2) Tn explore tha
sffeces of dia-
crepancica La-
tecen wid-term
faculty selé-
raticgs asd stu-
Jent Tutitgs oa
CRL-0 I
toticgs

Braunstelin,
Aeln &

5 tackla
(1973)

Lo

LRIC

Componanta of Dasign

Code

'
g: 0'X . 0

P ]

c: o [+]

)
X = atudent rat-
fag fecdback &
consultation
(lavolved problem
fdentification &
suggcstiona for
resolution)

0XO0

X=studcat and ia-
azructor rating
feedback and atu-
dent-instractor
dlalogue concerning
ratinga

E: ROXO
¢C: RO O
Xestudent rating
fcedback

!

Participants Duration

E=20 {in-
atructoras
teaching
24 coursas

1 yaesr or
1§ yeara
dapanding
on wvhen
couraa
Ja8
taught

C=13 in-
structors
teaching
18 courass

(3358 stu-
dents in-
volved, &
course

waa the
unit of
anslysia)

1 fuatructor
and 31 ad-
vanced grad-
uate atu-~
dents at
Univervaity
of Georgla

1 quar-
tar

At Oakland 1
University aameatar
in Detroic:

E=15 classes

(10 difier-

ant profea-

sore)

C=12 clasaaas
(9 differunt
profesaors)

Ingtrumentation

Illtnols Couraa
Evaluation
Quaationnairs

(CEQ)

26 ttem atan-
darc avsluation
Faculty-Couras
Evaluation Form
(uaed at Uni-
veraity of
Georgla)

23 ftem taach-
ing avaluation
fastrument

Scatad Reaults

€ efignificantly tapravad on 2
(Coursa Contant and laetructor)
of 5 dimsnstona

1) lnatructor tacaivad aignift-
cantly highar end-of-tarm clasa
avaluationa as ¢ result of mid-
tern claas feedbuck and dialogua,
but tnatructor decrastad hia
aulf-cvaluation.

2) Correlation for clasa mcens on
ftems rorrelated .93 on 2 occa-
sions. Mid-tcerm salf-ratings
correlated .60 & .65 with clasa
evaluations.

3) G.oeatostc $alna mads o0 {tans
rated lowest at mid-term.

1) Change acore unalysia was used
duc to noncquivalonca of groupa
4 tndicated on mid-tarm ratinga.

2) E showed a strong incresse in
poaitivu changea while ¢ ahowed
strong lncrcauea in ncgative
changea,

3) When an fnatructor's expactancy
ta dlacrcpant from students’ rac-
fogs for e tralt, a aubsaquent
alifft for that teatc fa likely.

Thraats to Validicty

Vaaknssasa

s 1 ¢ @z

1) A1l aubjfecte
['3 b wvantad trest-
3 ment (reacrntful
degoralization)
2) Repectad des-
auras ANOVA
analyaia may
hava been
frepproprista

Only 1 ta-
atructor ia-
volved and ha
vas also ths
axpericentat

RATINGS

£treniths

1) Theorcti-
cal frane-
work foo

arpatinwnt

2) Thovaazh
discussion
3) Racéuat-
zation

101

Confidanca
Rating

Llov

(134

1154




Author/Date

Butler &
Tipton
(1976)

Centra
(1973)

Pucpose
Code

To sesese the ef- 00X O

fects vf maid-terw

student rating Xegtudest rating
feedback on end-of- feadbsck

tera fnstructor

perforcance (4nd to

investizata tha re-

lisbility of etudeot

ratisge over tise)

1) To assese the E: RO X 0 0 (n=8)
effecta of mid- c,: 20 O
seneater student C3: R 0 0_}0-[])
rating feedback c3: 0 (n=30)

on asubsequent fe-
culty pertormsnce
across several
types of post-
eecondary
institutions
2) To sssess the
effectas of stu-
duent-instructor s
rating Jdiscrep-

ancices of ald-term

on end-ot-term

fsculty perfor-

cance

X=student rating
feadback

,
—
1

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Componente of Deeiyn

Farticipwita fDuration Instrumentation

17 tnstruc- epproxi- rating ecale
tors from astely 3 coanstetiag of
English De- w®enthe 1) ftems
partment st
Virginia
Cormonwealth
University
(1000 stu-
dents
iavolved)
Instructore 2 sesee- 2) item Student
from 5 ters Instructional
institutione Report (SIR)
Mid- Based on pre-
scmeater: test ratinge,
505 college iastructors di-
instructors vided into:

a) wore favor-
End-of - sbly reted
semester: b) less fsvor-
436 college sbly rated

fustructore

Spring
seaester:
S1 éollege
inetructors

Steted Raeulte

3

6 of 17 insiructore ehowed eig-
aificant fmprovemsat on post-
ratings (studant retinge everagad
scross 1) items)

1) £ d1d not differ from C) & Cp
on end-of-scesster ratings (sex,
subject erea, college & tcaching
sxperiance vers controlled).

2) 5 of 17 items showed signifi-
cant improvesent in favor of less
favorably discrepant group over
favorably discrepant group and 13
of 17 items indicated a similer
trend.

3) In terms of chsngee ever tims,
8 received better rstings than
C2 & Cy.

Threate to Validicy

I ¢ ¢
e ¢ a
[ ]

c e

Weakaceesae

Volunteer
ssnpla

91-V

RATINGS
Strengths Confidaaca
Racing

Low

1) Excelicant
discussios
ruling out
plausidle
hypotteses

2) Randoaica-
tton :

High




'

Mthor/Dste

Ericysca &
Ericason
(19%79)

Lrickson &
sheehan
(1976)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Seudy 1

PurpQes

To sse-
ess the combined
effcccs of mid-

teras student rat-

ing fecdback and

conszultetion on
end-of-term focul-
ty perforoence

Stucy 2: To
check whether the
results of Study
1 just reflect
differing group
erpectations of
change

1) To asasess the
relative clfecte
on end-of-tcrm
faculty perfor-
wance of
s) studcnt reting

feedback with
cunsultation

L) student tating

fcedback alone,
»

¢) no fcedback

2) 10 assess sot-
isiaction with
tewching {mprove-
cent Process

3) To irvestigate
Saculty & student
attitudes toward
sclves, coOurscs,
& tcaching

1)

. quasi-expcriaentsl

Conponents of Deaign
Code

Investigatore cleim 31 foculty of
these studice arc University of
Rhode leland
E: RO0XO

cC: RO O
Xestudent rating
feedback end con-
sultation (includ-

ing interview, ob-
servstion, end

videotsping)
'
0 X.0 20 feculty
L froa Study 1
(Thln obssrvatios wvho egread
used sena dets se to partici-
firet Obscrvation psts (14 of
of Study 1) Study 1 wvers
on lcavae)
X~student rating
fecedhack and con-~
sultatfon (includ-
ing interview, ob-
scrvation, end
videotaping)
Ej: ROX; 0 (ne13) 40 far
E2: RO X, 0 (n=13) fro v
C: RO 0 (n=14) scadumic
departmente

X1= full process
(rating fecddback &
consultation, fu~
cluding interview,
observation &
videotaping)

X2=diegnoatic
(rating feedback
oaly)

1
ssmestar

1-4
semes-
tare
(depand-
ing on
when a
similer
course
to that
of Study
1 wue
sched-~
uled
sgein)

approxi-
wmately 6
weeks

Participants Duration Inotrumentation

1) esrly acmeos-
ter Teaching
Analysis by
Students
(TABS): Short
form A, Purt 1

2) late scmes-
ter TALS:
Short form A,
Pare 1

J)) Two 15 item
quest tonnaires
on ¢ffective-
ness of con-
sultation
procedurs

. Ssme ss for

Study 1

1) Taaching
Anslysis by
Studcnte
(TABS)

2) Instructor
Qucstionnaire

J) Student
Quest fonnaire

4) Evaluation
of Tcaching
Clintic (Yerc
I)

(sll instru-
munte designed
by clinic)

‘Stated Results

Study 1: The E group lates ssmes-
ter faculty and student ratings om
a1l ) components (Stimulation,
Organizstion, Evaluation) were
more positive than C group. E
instructors indicated s positivse
sttitude towsrd ths procedurs.

tudy 2; Differsnces batwesn
semsstar 1 & II significent for
11 of the instructors.

1) No significent differsnces

smong groupe

2) E; feculty vere sstisfisd with

teaching improvement process

Threate to Validicy
s I ¢ %

[ X ]

[ & J

vs

gy

RATINGS
Wesknsasses Strengths Coaf tderce
Raling
-
1) of 700 tn- Randomization
vited, only 31
sgreed to per-
ticipate
2) volunteer
ssnple
3) Sinca stu- . .
dent raters
wvara told of
etudy, results
may reflecy
differing ok~
puctancies of
change
(natcd by -
iaveatigator) ~ High
Small ¥ lavestigetar’s
chack for ex-
pactancy .
sffacts
-
1) Volunteer 1) Diecusatoa High
ssmple of limite-
2) No inveeti- tions
getion of vhe- 2) Rendoniza-
ther teaching tios
akills szenadbls
to changs would
effuct student
lcerning (notcd
by favestigator)
1-0\53
| )
[}
[}
-~




author/Date

fFriedlonder
(197e)

Hoyt &
Hovsrd
(1978)

ER]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ruzpose

.to exsxaine student

perceptions of in-
structor changs ee

& Tesulc of:

a) studenz reting
fcedback to in-
structors

b) tnstructor’s
discussion with
cless sbout
fcedback

The Kiuncas State
Studi~s .

-4 studies/surveys
to evalu.te ef-
fectiveness of
Fsculty Pevelop-
ment Office
sctivitice

Survey 1: To ta-
vestigats Oulcomes
of contact with
Faculty Develop=
ment Office

Survey 23 To lne
vestigate satie-~
faction vith Gred-
uvate Tuaching
Asslstant Orlene
tstlan Workshop

$eucy 1 To ss-
sess the effects
of student rating
fecdback & con-
sultation on sube
sesquent faculty
perforaance

Componente of Design
Participants Duration

Code

0Xxo00

X=student reting
feecback & student-
tescher discussion

X0

X=contect with Yecr
ulty Development
Office

X0

X~Orisatetion
Workshop

0:x 0

[]
Xestudent reting
feedback & con-
sultstion

2,016 grad-

uste stu-

dents in 83
couraes,

UCLA Graduste
School of
Mansgement

381 feculty

85 greduste
tesching
sasistents
(GTA)

263 feculty

1 quar-
ter

spproxi-
mately 1

ysor

1

2 or
moT e
tetwme
betwssn
1969 &
1972

Instrumentation

1) Mid-Querter
Courss Evelue-
tion (MQCE)

2) End-of-

qusrter Tuting
form
3) Expurimcatel
Questionnairs

User Setisfec-
tisn Yeculty
Survey

Survey of
Orientetisn
Workshop
(1974)

Student reting
form

Steted Results - ¢

A graater percentege of students
wvho reported ¢ sesningful & help-
ful discussion of the MICE sttri-
buted chenge im their Coures te
the MCE (77%), then stddents who
ropurted en fusdequats discussion
(50%), or no discussion of the
MQCT slrhough euch discussion wes
needud (13.6%)

Respondonts indiceted eatiefec-
tion with wost sspecte of ser-
vices. While substentiel nusbere
Sccamo involved et o supstrficiel
level (54% tried o new approsch),
only a small nuwber sade serious
sfforts to improve (15% sought
help from office).

" GTA's tound orfentation workshops
pore helpful tn desling with ed-
mintstrative detatl then $n work-
ing with students or fsculcy
membora.

Significang improvesunts shown
for 13 of 13 measurcs. While Te-
sults stetisticelly significant,
thuy ere not dramatic in sbeolute
scose. Rusulps conafstent with
expectetion thet voluntery pexti-
cipstion in etudent svelustion
prograns with feedback cen help
feculty improve fastructionsl
effectivensss,

—— >
L]
¢ -
-
hd 3
RATINGS .
Threate to Velldity ‘Hesknsssse Strengthe Confidence
sc 1 ¢ & . Racicg !
. “i
4 s o Optionel fer ‘ Tow
» teachurs te give
. out ferms & for
students to —
respead,
»

-, .

. [ VYolunteer Low
» » semple .
. N
1.10 )
-
<= 0
" -
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RATINGS
. & .
Author/Sate Purposs Components of Dsaign .. Statcd Results v : L
Cods Partiotpants Duution Instrumentation Th;z‘nnxm z‘all:lty Wasknasass Strangtne Coa‘::.:;fc
Hoyt & Study 2: oEx 0 348 faculey 2 or Student reting Posttest mean for “Progress on d s . 1) Voluntesr Low
Rovard Parc 1-To sssces ' mors form (ravised) Ralevent Objactivas” significent- b b sawple
(1978) the cffects of Xestudent rating terms ly higher then prstest mesn. . 2) ANCOVA on
continued student rating tecdback & con- batwesn : nonequivalant "
feedback & con- sultetion 1973 & control groups
sultation on sub- 1975 ’
scquent £ooolty
performance -
Ancova-adjustad messurss of af-
Part 2-To exaa-~ foctivenass iucrcasad es 8 funce
Ane instructional tion of amount of contact with
foprovement rela= dircctor (14 of 18 messurss in- @
tive to conzact ercased). Significent improve-
vith ofiice ment resulted whan eonsultative
scrvices mads availsble to moti-
vated faculey.
Narsh, To wssess the af= E: R 0 0 X O 287 UClA 1 quar- 1) Pretest de- 1) E studcuts had significently . Student wes unit Randomization Fair
Fleiner fects of oidtern ¢: R 0 0O 0 students tar aigned to pre-  higher rusponsss on swmmary compsre 1Y .
& Thozae srudert voting X = student reting (18 differ- dict finsl cxam 1son item; on 8 of 46 items and On c
(:975) fecdbuck on end- feaddack ect sactions perionmancs 2 (instructor spproschebilicy &
oi-tufs course involved & 2) Finsl sxam velus of tha rsadings) of 7 svalu-
evaluations & instructors . 3) 46 Lcem ation factors. B
scirfeveneat (vel-. wera gradu- svalustion in= 2) No significent diffsrsnccs be-
idity also an-~ ats students strument (UCLA  tween groups in ovarall student
s2sbed) developed) psrfocmanca,
, 4) short form
of 46 item
form
BTN
Mckeachia & To investigate the 0 X0 28 instruce 1 32 itom Michi= 1) Significent differencas for 2 s o @ 1) Unclesr text Low
Lin effects of discra< tors of in- asemcater gan Student (group intcraction & feedback) of » » b 2) Unwarranted,
(197%e) pancics between X=atudent rating troductory Perception of 7 dimensions wera found for thoss s ¢ ¢ ]
gid-term student feadback psychology Teaching form wvhosa expected & idcsl retinge 4
ratings & faculty ¢lasaca at wvers higher than student retings. )
self-ratings of . University Bascd on mid- 2) Ths group rated mors highly by
expected & ideal of Michigan tarm otudent & students then by thcmsclves
teaghing perfor- faculty rate changed in @ negative direction
sance on lsculty iage, instruce (on fusdbsck only). L’
petformance tors wars di-
. vided into 8
groups
1S
Q ?
ERIC ‘ o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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RATINGS
Author/Dace Purpose Componants of ?cnlgn Statad Rasults Threats to Validicy Waskneatss Screngths Confideoncs
Code Participants Duration Instrumontation s I ¢ Ratiag
<
vekeachis & To assesa the ra- 5[ R0X 0 37 graduate 14 vask 1) 32 item 1) Stgnificint diffurencea in fa- d £ s 1) unclaar taxt Randomization Fatr
Lia lative cifects on Epi RO x2 0 sssfatants & Cerm Michiga . Stu=- vor of £, group for both genarsl b] b 2) unvarrantad
(1575b) end-of-taro facul=~ é: RO 0 3 faculty dant Pe.cep- toaching effectivencas & ovarsll , ¢ concluaiens
ty & student por- teaching in- tion of Teach- valus of courss & for 1 (iwpact
formance of X)=student rating troductory ing & Learning on students) of 7 discnaions.
s) nid-terms stu- feedback & consul- paychology (McKeuchis & 2) E, was significently higher in
dent rating fced- tation courses ot Lin) student achievemwent for 1 act of
back combined Uuiversiey 2) Sclected puychology classca us mcasured by
with consultatioa YXj=student rating of Michigan . items from In-  Critecia Test & for mcssurs of
b) student rating feedbsck ' troductory Curfosfty i{n snother sst of
feedback alons & Paychology clasacs.
c) no feedback Criteria (Mil- 3) Among groups initiaslly rated
holland low, mcdium or high, no signifi- .
3) Attitude to- cant diffcrences on finsl cri-
ward Paycho- terion weasures, -
logy question- -
naire v
4) Attitude to-
ward self
. questionnairs
; B 3) Attituds to-
' ward Muntsl
Illnces quas-
tionnairs
6) Curiosity
Test
9
111
L
1.,
O
EMC ‘ ' ) . s . .
[ provisey e ’

r




Author/Dsts RuKpose
Cods
Miller 1) To sssess the E:ROXO00
(1571) affects of mid- C: R0 0O
B ternm Student rete-
fng fevddack on X=student recting
end-ci-tera fac-  fesdback
ulty & student
perforzance
2) To iavestigsts
instructor stei-
tudes towerd
velue of student
tatings
Mazphy $ 1) To ssscse the Fy: ROX, 0
Appel reletive effects Ez: R0X20
(sv78) on faculty per= C: RO [}
formarce of
8) student Tating Xy =student rating
feedback com- feadback & consul-
bined with con= tstion
sultation (sugmentod fesdback

b) student rating
feedback slons &
c) no fevdback
2) To investigats
s prodlea-solving
spproach to utd-
. lizing fecdback

utilizing non-
expert consulcents)

Xz=student reting
feedback
(sinple feedback)

o l:3
ERIC 1

oo

Componsnts of Design

Participants

36 teaching
sesistents
(TAs) tecsch-
{ng coursss
in religion
or earth
science

(spproxi-
matsly 2000
students
favolved)

70 fsculey
st Univer-
sity of
Texss (ssch
rendomly ss-
lected from
pool of po-
tentisl
subjects)

Duration

1

ssmastser

18 wesk
somester

Scated Resulce
Instiunantation

1) Survey of
gStudcat Opine-
ion of Tssch-
tng (S50T)

2) Iastructor
Attitude Quss-
cionnsirse
bsscd on f(irsc
10 teems of
ssot

3) Student
schicvement on
mid-terw &
finsl

1) Invtructors in fssdbeck & scei-
tuds groups did noc differ signi-
ficantly on snd-of-term rscings.

2) In 2 of 3 coursss, no signifi-
cent diffsrcuces on finsl exem
scores for fscdbsck or sttituds
groups.

3) In 3rd courss, significent dif-
fcrance on schisvemsnt ia fsvor
of fsodback condition (p€.01)

Bsscd on In-
structor Atel-
tude Question-
nairs, inetruce-
tors divided
iato:

1) Feedback/Fa-
vorable Acci-
fudes

2) Feedback/Un-
fesorable At~
titudecs

3) No Fecdback/
Fevorsbls
Arcitudes

4) No Fcedback/
Unfavorable
Attitudes

Adapted form of 1) E, not significently differsnc
Course lnutruc= from E, in improwment of retings.
tor Sutrvey: ) 6L showed more guin (ste-
Genersl Ques- tlctlcaliy) then C.

tionnaire (de- 3) Instructors recciving fssdbsck
vcloped st Uni-  did not utilize fecdback in item=
versicy of by-item problsm-solving spprosch.
Texss)

Thrests to Velidity

s I ¢ B
[}

[

[

t [

s [

c

. [ ]
RATINGS
Wssknsssss Strengths Confidencs
Aacing

Use of instruc- 1) Randomiza- High
tors ss unit ef tion

snslysis may 2) ANCOVA

heve tssultsd ian snalysis

ssrpling ¢rrore

dus to swall o

per cell

(data combined

for ssctions)

(notsd by

investigetor)

1) Alcthough Randosisstion Fair
staciscicselly

significant

diffcrence in
géins between
feedback & no
feedback con-
dicions, gein
wes susll in
sbesolute ssnse
(noted by N
{avcstigator)

2) Chengs scors

snalysin--

should ANCOVA .
. have bsen used?




Auther/Dete

,

Oles &
Lencoski
(1973)

Oversll &
Marsh
(1976)

Paabookisa
{1976)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Rucpose

To ssscis the of«
fects of student
eveluations oa
faculty self-
rstings

To ssscss the af-
fects of student
rating feedbsck om
facully & student
perfora.nce & to
assess aflcctive
consequences of
such &4 procedure
(application of
subject matter &
plans to pufsus
subject furthsr)

To investigate the
effects of dlscrs-
panciss between
nid-ters studsnt &
faculty soif-
ratings on end-of-
ters performance

- B

Componsnts of Design

Cods
E: 0X0
c:0 O

Xestudcnt reting
Llasdback

B:R00XO0
C:R00 O

Xestudent reting
fesdback

0X0

Xestudsnt reting
fesdback

rarticipante

24 instruct-
ors in e
greduate
school of
oducetion

993 UWCLA
undergrade
uetes who
conplcted on
{ntroductory
course in
computsr
programaing
durtng Fall,
Wiater, or
Spring 1973-
16

13 teeching
fellows
teeching
psychology
ot Univer-
sity of
Michigan

Duration Instrumentation

epproxi-
mately 2
wesks

3
quertets

1
eemsster
(epprox=
imatsly
14
wesks)

1) 12 {tem in~
structor evele
uvation form

2) 12 iccm stu~
dent svelue~
tion form

1) Prctest te
predict finel
sxam psrfor-
nanco

2) Evaluetion
of Instructios
Program ques-
tionneire
7 dimcnsions

of tecaching
-qucstions on
sffective

conscquonces

3) Finsl exam

21 items from
Student Opinies
Questionnaire
(50Q) revised
by McKeachie-
Lin

Sascd on pre-
test ratinss,
subjucts di-
vided into:

e) morce fevore
ably racted (F)
(ws?)

») moro wmoder-
stely raced
1) (n=l)

¢) morc unfe-
vorably reted

(V) (n=3)

Stoeted Resulte

1) C group'e test-retest cerrela-
tion coefficient was .82 while B
group‘s correlstion wie .54,

2) Chi squere test dn totel num-
ber of changes was significent
ot .001. AN

3) Instructor self-reting changes
not slwvays in directien of stu-
deot retinge

1) Signtficent differcacos ia
tevor of E fur 2 summary items
(uversll rsting of instructor, &
of coursc), for perceived dif-
fercnee in instructional quslicy
snd for & (concern, learning,

_intsrsction, & exsminations) ef
7 dimcnsions.

2) E significently highsr on exam
performance.

3) E gave more fevorsble re-
sponces to sffective conse- |
quencs ttéms. E significently
highur on 3 of 5 items,

1) Significant diffcrances smong
groups on repport & strong
trends on skill (F=3.23, df=
2/8. p<.08), overloed (F=3.38,
d(=2/10, p<.07), & intersctioa
(F=3.24, df=2/10, p<.06)

2) Individusl 't' tcsts to com-
parc galn scores bstwccn §roups:
o) Actween F & M, significant

differcnces on skill, intsre
ection, & rupport in fevor of M
b) Petween U & M, no significeat
dificroncus 3
c) Sctween M & F, significant
dificrences on ovsrell velue of
coursoe in favor of M
d) Trends tn favor of M over [}
in repport and towerd lsss
work ovsrlosd.

sC I

Threate to Velidity

4

e

Veskneesse

1) Nonsquivelsat
contrel group

desigu

2) Relisbilic
neasucss ot
xsported

Uaic of andly-
sis=student

1) Small N
2} Individusl
‘¢! tasts ussd
te further ia-
vestigste ne
significsnt
oiffar ‘ncs in
findin, s using
ANOVA (fishing
& crror rate
problew,
3) Chenge score
enalysis,

2z-v

RATINGS
Streagzths Conficencs
Racing
*Lov
y of
1) Investigs- Yair
tion cf sf-
fective
censequincss
2) Rsrdonize-
tion
3) ANCOVA
enalysis
Lev
IR
115




-

Auther/Date

Panhook! s
(197¢6)

49

Roten
(1978)

Aruntoxt provided by Eic

Rutpose
-Cods

~

To tnv:stigate the 0 X 0
effects of discre-
pencies Letveen
atd-tecrn student &
feculty self-
retings on esd-ef-
tera faculty
performsnce :

X=student retieg
feadback

To eseess the of-
facte of nid-term
student retings &
faculcy seclf-
ratings ol ectusl
& cesfradle teach-
tng periormance om
end-of-tera facule
ty pct(or-anc.‘

Xegtudent reting
faedback

e

Compensuts of Deeign
Partioipante

13 teachiang
felloue
tesching in-
troductory &
sducetionsl
peycholegy

31 tnstruc-
tore ot Uni-
veraicty of
Celifornie
et Sante
Barbare
(2,980 otu-
dents
tevolved)

1 term

1 ters

Duation Instrumentation

21 ftems from
Student Opisien
Questicanaire
(50Q) rovised °
by McKaschie-
Lin

Beecd on pre-
test retinge,
sub jocte vere
divided fate:
s) unfevoradly
discrepant
(UD) (n=2)
») afatmally
dfeacrepsnt
(D) (n=2)
¢) fevoredly
dlscrepent
(¥D) (u=9)

Student rating
form of 9 ftems
solected &

e sat described
Ly Iseecson,
McReachiae, Mil-
holland, Lie,
Hofaller, Besr-
weldt, & Zian.
6 Pactorae:

e) overloed

») organizetion

¢) fecdback

d) futerecifion
e) rapport

£) skill

‘Stated Resulte

1) Dif{fexances smong groupes o
akill (p<.2), fooddack (p¢.d) .4
sapport (p<.01).

2) Individuel 't’ ctests te Sompere
gein aceras batwesn groupel
o) U eignificently changed moke

on ektll, feadback, repport,
general tesching ebility & over-
oll velus ¢f coures thae FD.

b) MD teproved siganisicantly oa
repport compared to FD & showed
strong trende in eems direction
on skill.

¢) Lesat geins made by FO.

"

1) On student Tetinge & imetruce
tor reciege, we sigelficent dif-
ferencea batwesn gEroup meens Re
o reeult of fecddack or prior
expericnce with pretest. .

2) Ko functionsl ralatioaship be-
twosn reting dlecrepancies &
postteat retinmge.

Threete te Velidity
s I ¢ 5

Waskneasas

1) Small &

2) Individuel
'’ tests used
to furthur fe-
vestigete ae
sfiguificent
finding using
ANOVA ({tening
& error rete
prodlco)

3) Change acoce
snelyite

1) Veluntesz
ssmple

2) Short tice .
taterval bet-
waen pre &
posttests due
to quarter
systea

"
-1

RATINGS

Strengthe

Discurston of
lisitations

1) Ixcellent
dfscussiun

2) Good dosigm

3) Planned coa-
parison cone
trasts

&) ‘wirtple re-
gressism anal-
ysie for die-
crepancies

5) Runécmize-
tion

-

Conf téence
Rating

Bigh




‘Authof/Date

Sher=an
(1977-78)

Tucacas &
Oliver
(1968)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Turpose

Te sssces the af-
fects of student
rating fceeddback

(' forwstive' feed-
bacl) oa sudass-
Quent faculty
parforrancs

To sesess ths Cal-
stive effects 00
faculty perfore
rmance of:

s) student rat-
ing feedbeck,

») supervisor
feedback,

c) student Fot-
1og & supecviser
fecdback, &

4) no fecvdback

Cosponents of Dusign

Code
\‘:"
s 8
5”
2 q
" o~
¢, 0
Lo I}
ol -
o
o'o ;
oto
i
N.u—
S
Lo
W~
X

X1=Feedback Low
Spscificity (FLS)

X2=Feadback High
Specificity (FHS)

xl-Student reting
feedback

X,=Supervisor
fewdback

XJ-SLudcnt roting &
supervisor feedbsck

Partieipan

Instructor 1
=35 students
(hcalth
cless)

Instructor 2
=23 studcnts
(sducetfonsl
paychology -
clesss)

286 teachers
of vocstion-
sl subjccts
at high
school or
teciinicel
level

13 saddition-
sl teeschere
in posttest-~
only
condition

]

1 semes-
ter (12
vesks)

-Questionnsics

Steted Results

te Duration Instrumentation

Student reting
form consisting

1) Yor lnstructsr 1, significent
differences batwesa bsssline &

of: FUIS oa velus of inetruction.

s) velus of 2) For lastructor 2, significeat
instructiod diffcerencee batwcen baselins &
b) quslity of FUS on quelity of fsstructiom.
ionstruction ¢

c) sxplenstion
of ratiage

Student Opinion 1) .l & !3 shewed significently
grastsr chengs thea £ & Cl.
(S0Q) developsd 2) E) & Ey vers stetistically com-
by Bryen parasle Indiceting s feilurs for
supervisor feudback to gencrets
any change bsyond thet sccounted
for by student feedbsck slons.
3) E; produced s significently
grouter nsgstive shift (thet ts,
opposits to feadback recommands-
‘tions) then C,.
4) C, werved to rule out testing
effccte.

Thrests te Validity

Wsakassases

» o - 1) Cusulative

§ I ¢ &

s b

d s o Db

. [
t

s o

»

[

sffect of
Crastasnts
2) Unclesr text

Change acers
snalysis--sheuld
ANCOVA heve bssa

© ueed?

RATINGS

Strepagths

1) Excellent
discussien

2) Lerge N

3) Teacher
yesrs of ex-
pericnce was
controlled

&) Randoxize-
tiom

Rating

nigh

- y2-V

Confideaze
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L ) ; ) // b .
s
: - L RATINGS :
Author/Date Turpoes Components of Design ’ .Stated Results Thresta to Velidit .
Code Fartioipants Duration Instrumentation . SC I ¢ F y Wesknesses -Strangthe “:::::'f“
N .
Vost & To assess the sf« wi> Croup A; 50 @ Bowling Green Regression coefficionts of regros- 4 » o g
Lester fects of student Y fnstructors  quscters evslustion form sion equstions not significent-- . c b Pote
(1903) rating feeddack on ‘o wvho were (open-ended sctulent ceting feedback did wot f 4 d .
subsequant feculcy 1 ag menbers of quescions & tesulc in isproved fesculty ' 5 t
pscfornancse 1o Bowling stodent essign- performance, ~ o
R Geeen Col- ment of grede '5
o10 lege of es {ndex of 1
>4 Business teathing ' Y\ N
ci10 Adinintsces~ performunce) ' '
= tion at cime
-¥X-] that mands- )
' = tory scudent ' .
©,0" evaluation ‘
L. system in-
‘0,0 troduced, )
= Winter .
o.0 1969-70
(22,141 scu- . R L.
X=student rating dents {n N
teodback 1000 . : , ) N
. coutses) »
o
Group B: 13
instructots
who joined
Bowling "
Ceeen Col-
lege of
Business -
M Adminiscra- :
tion {n
Scptembey,
1970 aftst
» introduction
of mandatory 7
student
cvaluation
system ’
(4317 gtu-
dents in 193 |
courses)
i -
| f
1 N "
&

1 | ' o
ERIC - - ; | | b

- o .
*, -




ra
RATIQ S
author/Dete Purpoes Componants of Design Steted Resulte Threste to Velidity Vesknesnes Strengths Confidencs
Cods Partioipants Duration Instrumentatiom ) sc I ¢ r Rating
Veerts Te ssscse the com- E4: RO xlvo 54 clesses 1 school 28 item Studest 1) No significent differemces o~ ] ¢ Repasted mse. Randouization Low
(1978) bined sffacte of Ly: ROXy 0 _in Rhetorie  term Perccoptions of mong ) groups from wid-term to 4 i sures ANOVA
atd-tern student é: 'Y 0 progresm et Teaching . form snd-of-term (8 2 fecter ANOVA ¢ with repested
rating fecdback & - . Univereity N (sPOT) (Whitney with rspcetcd meesures OO 1 feac- : aessurss on 1
coasvltation on Xy=student reting of lowa & MWcorts) tor wes used & on alphe level of factor--should
end-of-terw focule fuedbeck €3 full- (1tcms chosen p<.001 used bociuse of 28 sspe- MANOVA ot
ty pecformence time fac- from.e poq} of rate snalysce). . MANCOVA baen
Xp=studonc reting ulty & 51 items) 2) No significent differonces e- usod?
feedback with con- greduste wong 3 groups et snd-of-ters,
sultetion & studsnt- TAs) \ 3) For 20 of 20 icems, E, had
tnstructor dislogus ~ higher retings then C.
statistically, chances for thie . .
occurring less then 5%,
4) For 2) of 28 itcms, z, had
higher recinge than C. R
stetistically, chences for thie
occurring p<. 001,
1.2 |
r~
. ~ L
¢ .
-

LA i Tox: Provided by ERIC




Author /Date Tuxpose

Bori“
(1975)°

To asaeas the ef-
fects of teacher
lansuage protocol
@odules on teach-
er s«xill acquisi-
tion & change, &
co student
performance

iy
~ &

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Componenta of Design

Coda
£:_0 X 0 (a=25)
C: 0 0 (avl9)

X=protocol training
in teachsr language
protocol modules

Participanta

40 fourth,
fifeh, &
sixth grada
in-service
slementary
school
teachera

Duration

spproxi-
matoly 7
weaks

Inotrumentation

1) Obecrvotion
form to rocord
12 teaching
belhiaviors
(multiple
qucuitions, de-
fining, vagus
worda, gencral
prajas, speci-
flc pralse,
use of studont
idcas, voica
modulation,
pavaphrasing,
cucing, open-
ing review,
terminal
structuras,
sunnary
revioew)

2) Ohscrver
votings of 10
teacher char-
acteriatice

3) 2 achieve-
ment tests

4) SRA Short
Teat of Educa-
cational Abi
ey, level 3

5) Haraer,
Mcécker & Eella
Revised Occu-
pational Rat-
ing Scala

Stated Resulta

s¢ I ¢ ¥
1) E mads aignificant gaine on all ¢ k' s
12 tonching behaviors whils € 1 »
madao significant gaine on 5 of 12, <

-K siguificanrly ¢xccoded C on &
of 12 behaviors, .

2) When pupil scholaatic ability,
parents’ occupation & toachor co-
verage of unite' contont wers
partiulled out, teacher's use of
dofining, voicc mndulotiun, para-
phrusing & cuelng were siguifi-
cantly related to pupil achieve-
weat on 2 mecasurcs, & teachor's
usc of opening review & terminal
structure were signtficantly ra-
lated to 1 achleverwent mcusure
(acrose all subjects).

3) No significant rulationships
aliown berween tsachar charscter-
iecice & pupil achisvement,

Thrests to Validicy

Waaknassas

ANCOVA on non-
aquivalant con=
trol groups

PROTOCOLS
Strengths Conf . dence
Ractng
Stanlard con- Low
tenc voit for
final
obaervasioa
i
i
|
|
|
i
I




. (197)

Author/Date Turpese.

To ssseus the of-
ftects of clesssrooca
aacagycmcnt proto-
c¢al sccules & pu-

- ptl self-concept
protocol codules
on tcacher skill
acqQuisition & on
puptl behavior

Lorg

8org,
lLanger, &
wilson
1978

To sssess the af-
fects of classroon
ransgument proto-
col macdules on
teacher skill oc-
quisition & on
pupil dehsvior

1)"

ERIC R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-+

Cosponests of Deaign

Xjeprotocol training
tn clsssroom manage-

wment modules

Xaeprotocol traiaing

te puptl sclf-
cencept modules

E: 0 X 0 (n=20)

C: 0 0 (ne9)

Xeprotocol trsining

in clessroom man-
egemant modulss

Partioipante

28 iun-
servics eols~
sentery
school
tcechars

29 in-
setvice ale-
montsry
school
teachers
{control.
sub jects
drawn from

. ssma school

a8 uvxperi-

. mental

lubjaclf)

Duration Instrumentation

approxi~
matsly 8
wesks

approxte
aatsly
10 weeks

1) Obscrvstion
of teachsr &

pupil
bchaviors

2) North York

S$uelf-Concept
lnaventory

3) Plers-llerzie

Childree’s
self-Concept
Scele

1) obssrvstion
farm to record
clsasroom man-
sgcment
behaviors

2) Pre & post
pupil observe~
tions of 5 pu~
pil behaviors
(definitoly
fnvolved fn
class work,
probably in~
volved, defin-
ftely off
task, mildly
deviant, ser-
tously
devient)

Stated Resulte

1) B teschery mads sigaificently
greater imprevement fo 7 of 13
behaviers then C teachsrs.

2) For rocitstion situetions, B
pupils showed no significant
change in werk involvement but
significent reduction in both
sildly deviunt & scriously de-
vient behavior. € pupils showed
e significent tsductios in de-
finitely off-tevk behavior but ae
other significant cheuges.

3) For scatwork situstions, E pu-
il showed stignificent teduc-
tions tn wildly deviant & ser-
tously duviant behevior. No sig-
nificant chenges fur C pupiles.

4) C taschers recsived signifi-
cantly mors fsversble post scorss
on 11 of 12 sslf-concept "
bLehaviors.

$) No significaot imprevement ia
pupil sslf-concept for & oxr C.

1) E teschicrs tacsived mors fevor-
ablu post ratings on ull 13 be-
haviors but diffcrences genere
ally small & uonsignificant.

2) ¥For recitsticn siinstions, K
pupils’ work involvement signi-
ficontly tncressed & devient bs-
havinr siguificently dscresssd.

3) For ssatwork situstions, E pu-
pils' work tnvolveeent signifi«
cuntly fncrcsssd but no signifi-
cont changes for devient
behavior.

L4 N

ewe

re

Threats te Velidity
s I ¢ &8

”

Vesknssses

Unit of axsly-

ols for aslf-

concept changes *

» classroom

Use of ANCOVA
vith sen-
squivslonc com~
trel groups

>

J

N

o

PR LS
Strangths Coafidince
Ratirg

Excellent uigh
distussion

Discussion of
pleusiblce al-

ternative
suplsastioss
‘1.’) >y
Lo g
¥
L




Mathoc/Dats

Borg &
Stans
(1974)

Clelssnsa
& Pugh
(1976)

Q

ERIC

“
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Qurpose

Part 1: To asaces
the effects of 2
teacher languags
protocol codulss
on taacher skill
scquisicion &
change

Pazt 2: To compars
the afiects of the
protocel moduls
vith the otni-
course modsl fa
changing teachsr
behavior

Part 1: To sssess
tne cffects of
vrotocol filas on
teacher corccpt
scquisicion

Pare 2: To ssseas
chavaccaristics &
reactions to uss
of protocol film
ssrice

-

|
Lo

Componsnts of

Code

ox, 0

Ye=protocol training
in 2 teacher lan-

guags protocols,
sncoursgenent &
extension

X)=encouragemsnt &
protocol

sxtension
training

Design

Partioipants Duration

X2°Minicourses 1 & 2 .wcdists sle-

(general praise,

specific praise, uss
of student idcas,
prompting, sscking
further clarifice-
tion, refocusing,

redirection)

5

E: 0X0
c: X0

Xagraining with

teacher-pupil in-
teraction protocols

X0

X=training with

teacher-pupil in-
taraction protocols

19 in- 3 hours

servics sla- extended

mentary over ons

school week for

tsachsrcs - sach
protocol
module,
Totals
10 hours

protocol = protocol

19 slcmen- = 10

tery szhiool hours

teachesrs
Mini-

Minicourss | gcourass

=48 fntexr- 1421

mentary

school

teachers

Minlcourss 2

= 7 numbst

of kinder-

garden

teschers

89 masters 68

studenrs sn- houre of

rolled in classs-

educational room in-

psychology struce

coutse tion
over &
2-3
waek
period

15 clesscs 1-4

tsught by class

14 instruct- pariods

ors

~294 under-

graduates,

graduaces,

pra-servica,
fn-service &
scliool ad-

ainistrstors

Instrumentation

Ratings of su-

diotapcs on 7

specific

behiaviors:

s) gencrsl
preise

») spectific
praiss

¢) usc of stu-
dent idcas

d) prospting

#) sccking
further
clarification
£) refocusing

g) redirsctiua

Cutegorizing
Teacher Behsy-

for tast, Yorm

ri

.

1) Instructor
questionnaire
2) Student

tating scals

Stated Resulte Threats ta Validicy

s I ¢ &
Part 11 Teschers mads significant . "
gains on all but 2 bshaviors, gen- » »
aral praies & radiractton. -~ s c
Part ix E) & B condicions brought .
shout similar gains oa most be- : N
haviors comparsd. . .
Significant geins in cencept ec- ¢ .
quisition as & result of uss of »
this protocol ssries. ¢

1) Instructors favorsbly raceived
protocol training. ’

2) Pupile of tnstructers favor-
sbly recsivad use of protocol
training.

Wsaknassae

1) Voluntssr
sample

1) Voluntssr
sampls for
protecols

2) Changs scere

snalysis

1) No rasl cen-
trol group
(noted by

favestigstar)

2) Difftculey
tn following
text

,1‘)(

PROTOCOLY

Strengrha

Reactive of-
facts of cest-
ing were
controlled

Coafilence
Rating

| {384

62-V




Aathor/Date

Cleiosmun
& dugh
(19783) -

LRIC

Pucpose

Te investigete the
effuct of protocel
filas of contraste
in; situcture
(i, h & low) on
teaci2r cencept
scquisition &
tescher reactions
te use of filwed
treatment

sty L To con-
pace the effccte
of high & low

structure filne

Study 2: Te es-
sess the fnterec~
tive «ffccts of
using both typee
of filus to @
stogls tretolng
grovp

Study ): To as-
scss wne effect of
a variagien that
eaerged during
firet two etudies

.

Componente of Depige

Code
E;: ROX, 0
Ej: lox:o
Ej: ROX O
Ep¢ loxlo
Ey: RO X3 0
E;: ROX 0
£2: RO X2 0

Xj=protocol treim-
ing using high
structure film

Xa=protocel trein--
ing using low -
structurs film

x3-protocol troin-
tng ueing high7low
structure films

rartioipants

Pro-eorvice
& in-eervice
teseochers oa-
rollod in
graduate le-
vel eoduce-
tional pey-
chology
coures

K20

n=30

N=20

Scteted Resulce

Duratien Instrumentation_ .

1 day

2 daye

2 days

1) Cetegeris-
ing Toeching
Behevior test

2) Likert-type
items from
aveluet{on
scele(te o0~
seee reactions)

Study ]t Significant gaims in com-
copt scquieitien for £ & B, but
no eignificent differences Betwesn
the two.

Study 2:

1) Significent differemces is com-
cept ecquieitien betwecn Ky, E3
& E3.

2) Cowperison of meens revesled
eiyr..ficently grester concept ac-
quisition for E3 then El.

3) Significant increases ia cea-
cecpt ecquisitien for ell groupe.

Study 3:

1) No significent diffeurences bo-
tween £] & By for concept
acquisition.

2) Significant incresees is com-
copt scquisitioe for beth groups.

3) ky hed significently more fe-
vordble resctiens to films tham
lz.

Threats te Velidity
#® I ¢ F

cowe

.

Vesknosseo

SR

®
8

PROTOCOLS
Strougthe Coulidoace

Rating

1) Randecize- Righ

tien

2) Desigm

3) Scactietical

analyeis

131




4 L ]
Auther/Date ugpose
Gleissnan Te essess the rel-
& Pugh etive affects of
(1918h) different im-

etructional

trestecats on con-

cept scquinicion
O

e

:
[y = .

Componante of Desiga

Code

Study 2:

g R Xg O (810)

B B X3 O (a%9)

Xj=Concept names,
definitione, & * .
f1lced
excmplificetion

Xy=Conccpt nemes &
8efinitione

Xj=Cencept names oa
film test

X4 "unstructured
viewing of protocel
filss followed by
conccpt names on
film test

XS-Conccp: namee,
dafimictions, &
filacd exemplifice-
tion & direct
“cues” to instences

Participants Duration Inatrmentation

&4 studcnts
in o gredu-
ete eiemen-
tary sduca-
tion couree

19 students
in a gradu-
ate educe-
tionel pey~
chology

' couree

1 dey?

1 day?

) . . - N
0 ’ . 'Y
* \
! /
/ PRUTOCOLS
Stated Rseults Threate te Validicy Weskneesee Strangths Sonfidence
s I ¢ R Rating
Categorising Study 1: Significant differences s a . Sigaificence le~ Yais
Teacher De- dmong the combined R) & Ej greups, h » vel of p=,081
havior test Ry G2, Ey & E, group manes beth . »
. significantly lower them mesn of
combined ‘l & £y groupe.
]
Categerising Study 2: Eg group meem grester
Teacher Be- (p=.081 directional) thea B¢ group

havier test asan.




L A
» .
. v
(")
' ~
PROTOCOLS
Auther/Daze Purpoee Components of Design teted Resulte .
Code Participants Duration Instrumentation ' n;? “I“ :'m:“' Ueskaasses Stranaehe co:::t::“
Cletes=am, Te sesces the of- 2 X1 0X20 20 to- 6 daye 1) Cstegoriz- 1) For concept scquisition,E had e 8 . signt "
~ Pugh, & fects of protocel ‘c.‘ Zx‘) 0 ‘x' ‘o' ssrvice tag Tescher significently grester mesn sceres Y tot'm:::.::t‘“ Ql::::::::t:::"  Lov
BMelae filns on tcscher ' 2 teschers esn- Schevior test on totel, prodbing & informing, c necesserily ol
(137%2) concept & skill rolled in 2) Frequency than C, precticel import-
scquisition X =protocol tretn- masters le- counts of spe- 2) E hed significently greaster ence
ing in teacher- vel courss cified baha- mean than € for ekill scquieitien.
pupil {utersction in sduce- viors {n 3) Corrsletion betwcen concept &
tionsl microlssson skill scquisition was reliable &
(X)=instruction in  psychology positive: r=.51, df=8, p=.08,
‘ individuel student .
' counseling .
X,~instruction {n
principles of con=
) cept teeaching
Clelssaan, 1) To sssess the 0oXo0 30 n- 6 hours 1) Cetcgorizing 1) No significent relstionship . . Short dursties Irconded s o Peic
" Pugh, & effects of pro- service of cless Tesching Be- found bstwesn skill concept ec- ] ] of trelning rspliceticn
Biclat tocol filas on Xetrsining with teschers sn- time hevior test quisition scores & ekill . ¢
(1579%) tescher concept tescher-pupil {a- rolled fn e over 2 2) Skill ecqui- frequencies. * .
scquisition tersction Protocols masters le- consecu- sition (prob-- 2) Trainces' written rosjonsss - ’
2) To asucse the val coures tive itng) measured dicatcd subjcctive svideice of
relationship be- in psychol- deys by coding of both conceptual & nominal out-
tween concept ) ogy of sudivtaped comcs but no observetionsl
scores & froguens tcaching microtceching cffects.
cles of .uﬁ-\ stssion 3) Also on written responsue:
e scquisition )} ° 3) Written s) Trainces' sbility to epply
3) To sssess / responses to concept of probing wes posi-
trainces' abilicy questions on tively & sigoiiicently releted
to use skill sudioteped to the frequency of probing.
concepts interactive b) Trainces' sccurscy in desling
fnterpretively skille with probing concept cherscter-
{stice was found to be unreleted .
to skill scquisition. .
]
£y v
125
1) y |
17«
Q
[ [ 4
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Aathor/Date Tugpose

‘Kleuckar To ssscss the rel-

(197%) stive affects of
prococol trainiag
& skill-trajioing
{sicroteaching)
.on- teacher con-
cept & skill
acquisition

LRIC ‘

Componsnts of Design

[
Code,
b
g1 R X 0
£2: R X2 0
Ey: R X3 0
C: & (X) O

X|=protocol trsining
in teachur-pupil’
interaction

X*skill treining
(wicroteachiog)

X;-protocol & skill
trsining

(X)=non-rslsted
instruction
L\
O
G

Nartioipante Dura

tion Instrumentation

NG
38 undargrs- 10 dsys 1) -Vidcotspe

duates cn-
rolled 1 2
scctions of
sn educs-
tional psy-
chology
course

coancept test

2) Printcd cone

‘cept test
3) Microteech-
iog test .

Scteted Results

1) Protocol treining & skill
trsining leed to concapt scquisi-
tion & skill scquisition
respectively.

2) Protocol trsining & skill
training slone do not lead to
differentisl outcomes--both leed
to concept & skill scquisition.

3) Combinstion of skill & protocol ..

treining is st lesst ss effactive,
& frequently more effective, than
either ueed alone. '

Thissts to Validicy

[ ®
PROTOCOLS
" Waaknessss Stranzths “onf {dens
s I ¢ = ddcing *
8. 1) Small N 1) Discussion Nigh
b (noted by of limitations
e investigster) 2) Inclusion of
. 2) 5-dsy dure- study's ¢
tion of proto- {splicstions

col coadition;
10-day Gure-
tion in other
coaditions

12




s Appendix B: Threats to Validity*

_ Threats to Statistical Conclusion Validity

a) Low Statistical Power
b) Violated Assumptions of Statistical Tests
.¢)’ Fishing and the Error Rate Problem
d) Reliability of Measures
e) Reliability of Treatmeant Implementation
£) Random Irrelevancies in the Experimental Setting
g) Random Heterogeneity of Respondents

Threats to Internal Validity

a). History
b) Maturation
c) Testing

d) Statistical Regression

e) Selection

£) Mortality

g2) Interaction of Selection and History

h) Interaction of Selection and -Maturation

i) Interaction of Selection and Instrumentation
i) Resent ful Demoralization

k) Diffusion or Imitation of Treatments

D Compensatory Rivalry

Threats to Construct Validity

a) Inadequate Preoperational Explication of Constructs
b) Mono-Operation Bias

c) Mono-Method Bias

d) Evaluation Apprehension

e) Experimenter Expectancies

Threats to External Validity

a) Interaction of Selection and Treatment
b) Interaction of Setting and Treatment
e) Interaction of History and Treatment

*Derived from Cook and Campbell, 1979.
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